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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
- A > .

-

Since the mid-1960s, the federal government has made substantial and
increasing investments’in the area of preschool services., In addition, =~ '
. *
recent inifiativés (such as H.R. 1 of 1972, H.R. 15882 of 1974, S. 626,

+ ' ‘
- H.R. 2966 of 1975, and P.L. 93644t) have proposed major increases in

the level of federal involvement. The form of services that has ‘most bene- N
- fited from federal involvement is center care for children under‘age six,

and most of the recent proposals similarly favor the development of pro--

fessionally run center projects over the expansion of other forms of day-

Sy

)}
care service, such as at-home care or family-group care.

The wisdom of increased federal support for preschool services in |
L 2

general and center facilitﬁes in particular rests on the validity of a
small number of basic assumptions. Oﬁr task in this study wag to review
existing evidence regarding the va11d1ty of the three central assumptions

listed below. Each statement is followed by our conclusions '.3

The first assumption under examination holds that there is an over- .

|
|
l
all shortage 6} day care for preschool children and a shortage of preferred ‘
forms of service (especially center care)} that will not be corrected |

through normal market mechantsms. bur review led/ds to the following

he .

conclusions:

(1) “The current national supply of day care for preschool chil-
dren is approximately adequate to current demand, although
‘ A . disparities may exist-at the local level, and the delivery

a

® system may operate poorly.. ’ :

H R. 1 dealt with day-care deductjons and welfare eligibility.

Child and Family Services Bill. . l . . .o
$ . Wb . . ¢
Head Start-Follow Through Act, -

0 . »
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’ . ) Vel ) - Co ‘
(2) Most families ih all income ‘groups choosé to have pré- i
school ch11dren cared for in their-own homes by relatives s,
.or fr1ends or in familw- group care provided by relatives ?
or neighbors.’ . .

. ”

’

2 (3) Both new entrants to and long-term participants in the-’
T job market appear to be able to grovide adequaxe care fOP

, preschool children . -
y .
Cogtrary to expectations, the supply of at-home care has

expanded in response to an expanding women *s labor force.

[4

Van
L4
~~
o
S’

h ! (5) No significant economic barriers to market entry exist .
| except those imposed by effecdtive demand Local regula- !
tions, lack of information, and conflict among’ funding

\
i Co agencies may hamper local market adjustment, however.
r 4 *

} Lt "(6) The existing market in custod1a1 sé;v1ces for preschool

| children appears generally able to meet effectzve demand .
duting the next decade without substantial federal inter-
o vention. L A :

1 ( (7) The biggest problem for individual Tamil;es may be the
considerable time and effort involved in locating care’, ,
‘rather .than the availability, cost, or quality of the .

. care. *

§ -
The second assumption under examination holds that the present day-
| - - care market is ;nequitable for low-income families, who cannot exert their

preferences because of the cost and limitedisupply of certaiﬁ:types of care

\
‘ (especially center care). _Our_review-led us to the following conclusions:
; A A

Al

(8) * Most low-income or m1noiity families make approximately
‘the same choiceés about day care as do middle- and high-
income families. They choose to have preschool ¢ ildren
cared for in their own homes by friends or relatives, or
in conveniently located family-group-care situations
provided by relatives or neighbors. ’

\ (95 The supply of at-home care_ﬁas ekpanded in response to
an expanding women's labor force among low-income
families. )

(10) The increased utilization of at-home care may éctually ’
represent a compnrative1§ "expenéive" though economically
rational choice for low-income parents because 0Of the \ *
loss of income of the family member who provides unpaid
ehild care. Thi§ may «imply that at- home care is a much

‘ desired choice for these families.

Lo ) ' : / iv ¢
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ot (11)

.

(12)

(13)

Because of the size and form of current ‘federal sub-
sidies, the market structure for ¢hild services may create
_far more compelling 1ncen21ves for low-incope families to

" use center care than for middle-income families to use

center care. This _may be a principal reason why use gf
center care by low-income families is higher than use by -t

high-income families. ; . '

About (15 to 20 percent of low-income families now use or
would like to use center care. There is some evidence’
to suggest that this percentage would not be substan-
tially increased by providing additional information or
assistance in locating available center care.

The .existing national supply of center care appears »
adequate to meet current demand by low-income families, ~

although there may be some:local disparities. .
' . - s

. " The “third assumption under examination holds that providing better
4 .

‘families against later school failure.

tion programs,

preschool experiences, particularly .,in the form of early-childhood educa-

is indispensable to ensuring children from low-income

’

A number of major studies of pro-

J gram evaluétions,.e,g., those' by Stearns, White et al., and Bronfenbrenneé,
K}
. uniformly indicate the following:
' . ’ . -t v ) , - . [ .
(14) Mdst preschool educational projects have little or nq in-
N dependent effect on the cognitive abilities or subsequent
. school progress of participating children.
(15) Some highly structured preschool education projects have .
. - had a beneficial short-term effect on the skills or
. abilities, or both, of disadvantaged preschaol children.
¢ (16) Some parent-trsining intervention projects ﬁave.had a " .
‘ * .beneficial short-term effect on the abilities of infants
and toddlers” and on .the immediate quality of their Ilives.
(17) Projects that have demonstrated high short-term effects
are unreliable when generalized into models for broad-
scale programs. . C i . .
v P 3
(18) No known, broadly implemented, treatment or preschool ex- -

‘perience ,can ensure children from low-income families
against later school failure or, have a lasting effect on
the cognitive, dbilities or skills of these children )
independent of later interventiods. . '




To summarize our findings: We,ind no evidence of 'a current or . p
impending overall sho}tage of early ‘childhood seyvices, particularly of

center care; low-income families do not appear to suffer inequities in

;
. , LW .

- the coé;s or distribution of care in general and center care in particular;
*
and we find no evidence of long-term child benefits that would‘justify a

large, 1mmed1ate 1nbrease in federal expenditures for custodial or educa-:

tional services for preschool children. On this basis weé draw the follow-A‘.

ing policy conclusions: . . )

. /
/ .
N Conclusion 1: Pre;ent proposals for massive increases in the
present system of federal support and incentives for day-care
- centers do not reflect any clear and present national need.

. .
[y

P We do not intend to imply that the current’ system of day-care services

, for children:is ent1re]"sat1sfactory Indeed, there are obviously a
number of probléms in this system, some of which may be quite serious.

For example, the mest pressing problem for individual families may be the.
Jlack of thorough and realistic information at the local level of ' both

formal and‘informak facilities. This and other problems are unlikely to
s ’ .
be solved, however, by sifiply raising the level'of national expenditures -

while ‘retaining the present structure of support and incentives.
- . - . . ¥

Our examination of the evidence leaves us with the impression that

the current set of federal subsidies for preschool services creates a

< : hodgepodge of incentives that vary by income 1eve1 apd type of cafe\.//

k4

|
l' ) . utilizedy and are not obv1ously in ‘the public interest as measured by

either parental desires Qr child benefits. ) .

. -
.

‘ Conclusion 2: Adjus%ments should be made in the present system '
*of federal su%sidies and incentiveg for drescho61 services so
. that the resultant system would be more able to: T
[ L e *
, ¢ Provide the same profile q§ incentives for families of all i
income levels. - )

vi-' . : L
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. ® Respond to individual femily choic¢e in the style'and‘sefting
of day-care services. ' '

.
.

. ¢ Reflect a realistic assessment of the value of currently dem- ,
'// onstrated child benefits from preschool experiences. - -

\
. hd ‘+

The present methodological apprQach to eétimatiﬁé demand for day

care has had two significant weaknesses that have severely hampered this
Y .

and all other attempts to consider sensible policy alternatives.. The first
weakness is that studies generally consider only a single point on a de-

mand curve, i.e., demand is estimated by assuming specific income and

price level. To estimate demand more effectively, it is necessary to.
consider the responses of individuals to alternaFive price schedules .
An analysis of the determinants of demand for day care should apply the .
technology of econometrics to a carefully conetrﬂ@ted behaviorai model

of demand for day-care services. The second weakness is that studies of

v
[N

"preference" and'"satisfaction“ have made no attempt to focus on the

‘specific attributes of a particular type of care that make it the pre-
ferred type of care. Until this level of analysis is performed, it will
be extremely difficult to design attractive, cost-effective,lend distinct

w < N . °
options for child care buyers. *

.

Conclusion ‘3: Specific, limited studies of the mechanics of :
family choices of day-care options could be very useful to the -
' , policy process if undertaken immediately, completed promptly,
. , and focused on the issues discussed above. .

L4

Although the evidence suggetSts that there is little to be gained in

the short run from expanded research budgets, this does not necessarily
4 P "

mean that the present level of research expeﬂdiﬁyres should be decreased.

Iné?ead, some refoéusing'of effort and expenditure is necessary. .
Conclusion 4: Continued heavy emphasié on the development of ~

: new early-childhood education models 'seems unwise. Over the ‘ 1

v

vit . R B
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next two to five years it is most unlikely that any model of
early-childhood education will be developed that will be sub-
stantially more effective than those developed to date.

1 )

4 Y

Conclusipn 5: Some existing early-childhood education projects
do appear to provide desirable secondary benefits.to children
and their parents, but these projecfs have been difficult to
replicate. Some redirection of research funds is® warranted to )
resblve the problems of replicating the Qest existing models of
early childhood services in secondary sites. L

. ' KN Bl
’ The federal government cgn have an important role in creatihg an
adequate and flexible system of preschool services, At best suzh a sys-
tem could provide a realistic combination of parent beneflts and child
benefits at a sensible cost and give maximuh flexibility to eachjfam11y1
to choose the styleiand setting it prefers. Some.aAjustmenxs to the
present system of day-care servipés wil; be né;ded to meet these goals.
Our study suggests, for inst?nce, that the preséﬁt system of center-care
émphbsis may not prq;ide equitable suppo}t for the very large number of

—~ L4 .
families who prefer at-home care, or for the promotion of family-group

care for all income groups.

Adjustments to meet these needs might come, through a revision fn the

" present income tax law thag*would allow deductip&g for day—gare payments

>

to relatives, or through changes in the'presént policies for day-care ~
payments during and after job training, or in a number of other ways.

Our analysis of the data indicates, however, that theé present system is

genefaliy adequate and usually equitable, and that there is na point to

increasing federal funding or, control, if the present structure is main-

- 0

tained. c
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I INTRODUCTION T

. . ~ .
The federal government is under substaﬁtiéi pressure to incredse
both the size end the: range of its investment in preschooluservices and
particularly the federal support of centér day-care and.ed}§ation pro-
grams. This pressure comes from many seurces; women's rights, the
Qelfare/worﬁfare dispute, compensatory education programs, and mountkgg
teééhe; pnempleyment all contribute heavily to the plethora of issues
regarding preschool interventien aqd to the tensipn‘that characterizes
polic; formation. . ) '
Because the policies on preschool intervention are of-major cBncégn
to.so many.diverse and important groups, it is not surprising that the
variety of pro and con positions on various policies are based on ex-
tremely different sets of assumptions Thus, the participants in the
preschool services debate usually app te\3e>ta1king past or through
each other, and converts are rarely m;:;rfrom either side. This situaj
tion is not unusual in political debates and usually results in some kind
ef negotiated compromise. In the particular case of preschoel serviées:
hewevef, such comﬁromise is made far more difficult becausev}he_debates,
largely based upon beliefs that certain pelicies (inputs or arrangements)

should result ‘in some particular valued result, center on whether the

present situation is good (right) or bad (wrong) .

All too frequently, therefore, these debates exclude any careful

™~ examination of what outcomes actually result and what the present situ-
ation actually isj little attention is directed to whetﬁer the‘empiricaf
evidende available supports asserfions about what the outcomes of pro-
bosed polfcies will be, In fact, many poiicy debates proceed as if there

3 - ' . . s
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were no such evidence. This is not the case, however. Much information

3

. " about preschool services does_exist in forms,such as usage surveys, pro-

gram evaluations, and cost projections. As always, some of the informa-
. . < « . - > N s’ .
tion desired ¥3 simply unavailable, and some is ambiguous, outdated, or

’ . ‘.
contradictory. Nevertheless, there arg several quite reliable sources

that can _help us to exanpine, the trends of‘economic ahd educational be-

13

havior in‘a way..that is useful for polipy formation. .
N * : e -
This report ‘assembles and analyzes the evidence bearing on the

'1:._r ‘ s

following three basic assertions “that are implicitly or explicitly either

e supporﬂed or denied in dLscussions about preschool services:

(1) There is an overall shortage of dayr care, and a shortage
' of preferred forms of day care (especially center care),
which will not bé corrected through normal market
mecnaniSms. < '

L

L > (2)- The present day-gare market is inequitable for low- .
. . income families, who cannot exert their preferences !
for.day care because of the cost or the limited supply
. - of certain types of care. <
z ) e o . .
’ (3) Pxoviding better preschool experiences, particularly . .

in the form of early-childhood education programs, is
indispensable to enSuring children from low—income
- families aglinst later school failure.

13
- v

.The evidenqe is sgmetimes piecemeal, but we believe the pieces can be
assembled into a fairly consistent and reliable pdcture that can be used
‘e ¥
in assessing appropriate federal roles.

. - . , ‘

Section II presents information'on current day-care.and education

» -

programa and their relative cost and utilization, and on the classifica—
tion system we have chosen to use. Included too is a brief description“”

»of the size and nature of present federal involvement. » By

Sections III .and IV present a detailed examination of evidence
bearing on the three basic assertions outlined above. Section III ad-
1

-

dressés the questionhof whether a shortage'of day-care services exists

1 ‘ - .
o - .. ) 2
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for the general population or for the low-income population. Section

”

IV considers evidence relative to long-term social and educational bene-

-,

. ) ) L, )
. fits, Section V ipmmarizes our conclusions and presents gemeral recom- ¢
- . ) - 4 ’
mendations for federal policy.” ) L .oN, SN . ‘ .
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IT WHO4 WHERﬂ( AND HOW MUCH?

* . M . %

", Size of Federal and National Investments ~
» s ' -~

-

- ‘ . .

&

- Phe extent of federal involvement in preschooL‘services is ndt’easy

[ .

to determine. Because of the lack of standard defini iona'(and con- oo
flicting political purposes), official counts of federal preschool pro-

_ grams vary from as few as 65 to as many as 213. Some lists include only
direct subsidies, such as Aid td Families with Dépendent qhildren (AFDC),
direct payments for children, or the Head Stéart program. Other lists

include special monies made available for the support of local plojects

through programs like Model Cities or Revenue Sharing. Stil} other lists
include other kinds of support, such aa milk eubsidies administered by
the Department of 5griculture, preferential dépreciatrcn allowances, or

. ) credit for day-care\facilities in the émall Business-Administration. -

These varying Ilsts cause estimates of‘annual,federal dollar lnvestments

to swing between $500 million and $3‘billion.

’

- A few examples illystrating this confusion can be found in estimates

of expenditures for FY 1970. The Brookings Institution calculated federal

”°

expenditures for child care ‘and education in FY 1970 at 3520 m«f’ﬁkiﬁn~
(see Table l) At first glance this figure seems to matcéh estimates
- by the u.s. Senate Committee on Finance, which also calculated eXpendi-
}‘?' tures in'FY 1970° at $520 million (see Table 2). The discrepancy of |
$6 millipn between the two listings of the Head Start budgets (compare
. Tables 1 and 2), however demonstrates the difficulties of agreeing on . ) .

‘the ,interpretation of even discrete budget items. The $6 million *
. }‘ ' -

! . - .

. ¥ * » . - . 0
8 A list of references and a bibliography are appended to this report.
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T Table .1-

-

FEDERAL SPENDING FOR DAY CARE AND OTHER
"EARLY-CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAMS: ' FY 1970

,/

-

Program °

Millions
’ ‘of
Dollars

r

Day care . $164
Head Start 330
Preschool programs under
Elementary and Secondary b .
Education ACT (ESEA), Title 1 26
?tal . $520
' Soufce: Rivlin, "Chilé Care," p. 253. ‘
Table 2
o Y FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR DAY .CARE )

AND EARLY-CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAMS: FY 1970

v Millions
Source © of - . -
: - Dollars
. ¢ Social Security-Act . 8170 -
g Head Start ” - 324 ‘.
o Income tax 26?_ v
Total ' $520

a -

-

*
Using 1966 income tax data.

- Source; U.,S. Senate Committee on Finance, 92nd ,
Congress, lstSession, Child Care Data
- and Materials, June 16, 1971, pp. 6-10.




differencé between the day-cnre entry (Table 1) and the Social Security
.Act entry (Table 2) is more elugive, since it is less clear what-both

. categories include and exclude. The resl pronlem, however, is that tne’

Senate Committee on. Finance (Table 2) notes the substantial Tncome tax -
support but ignores expenditures under ESEA Title 1, while Rivlin (Table
-~

1) does the reverse. Thus, if all four items are totaled,'ﬁederalteg-
-~ o .
penditures and support reach at least $552 milliom,

The problem is q\Pandorg‘s box. For instance, based on data in the.
ba . g R

‘. Congressional Record, another independent estimate of ESEA Title 1 ex;

penditures on preschool'and kindergarten programs sets this figure at

-
o«

$58 million in 1969} By amending this ESEA estimate to a compromise

$40 miilion and detailing a few add1tiona1 programs with obvious early-

-

childhood interests within HEW, we can produce an estimate of $608

‘million for total federal spending (see Table 3). Clearly, inventories

! »

could include loan guarantees, the underwriting of personnel training,
_ employment of elderly persons, food subsidies, materials research, and
T

other such programs, and could be adjusted, for example, for income. tax
<
deduction regulakions,* state incentive grants, and more recent budget

-

.

years. These inventories could easily double or triple the dollar esti-

»
mates, .

-

) .
- .

The distortions caused by lack of information and lack of definition
are severe, and the point is prdbably not worth b&laboring further. An
impoitant conclusion, however, is that almQst all estimates of federal

spending tend to underestimate ratger seriously the supply and sUpport

L]
of serVices, and therefore may overestimate the need for increased new

resources. -

‘ @
* ¢ . )
The IRS has not published figures on the amount of the revised deduction,
but soutces within the agency report deductions in 1973 for approximately

$1.5 billion of care--a fedgral subsidy of about $300 million.

o+

~ ?
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b ' - -Table 3

R ESTIMATED FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR DAY CARE

.

. AND EARLY-CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAMS: FY 1970
(Millions of'Dollars)
’ ‘ P ' Total -
P rogram ota
: Progigm . Support “Support
h L
Day care
Social Security
- AFDC, direct paymeat . - - $ 96 -
Income disreg 50
WIN 18 :
_ Head“Start 36 )
CEB g* s
Migrants day care 1,2
Model Cities -10
Subtotal $219,2
Federal sgbsidy through income
tax dedygctions 20
Total day care - $239.2
Education
"Head Start (including Home Start) $300
PCDC 7 1.6
Sesame Street 3.5
Research support 10 -
ESEA - 40
- PCC 5
Handicapped 5 |
Indian 4,1 ’
Total education $369.2
Total $608.4 -

%
* . .
$6.379 million--1971 estimate,

n

»

Sources:

Rosenberg, "Early Childhood Education," pp. A3-A24; .

Congressional Record (9 February 1970); U,S. Senate

Committee on Finance, 92nd Congress, lst Session,

Child Care Data and Materials, June 16, 1971, pp. 9 : BN

and 22; Social Security Amendments, 1971,



. - ’ \
. Even though it is‘difTicult to assess the precise amount spent on
prgschgol programs in any one year, it is obvious that federa{ spending
<. on thesé programs haf substaq}ially increased. Between 1970 and 1973,
+  the figufes published by the Brooking;_lqstitution show an incredse of'”

$449 millfon, up approximately 90 percgnt (see Table 4).

Table 4
. " . FED L SPENDIN@ FOR DAY CARE AND OTHER EARLY-CHILDHOOD
' EDUCATION) PROGRAMS, FISCAL YEARS 1970-1973 -
(Millions of Dollars) -
3

. 1972 1973
' Program 1970 {1971 |Estimate |Estimate

Day care - $164 | $233 $404 $507
Head Start , 330 | 363 364 369

Preschool programs under Elementary and N .
Secondary Educat}on\Act, Title 1 * 26 92 98 93
Total $520°|$688 | $866 | $969

Sources'! -Day care, 1970: Child Care Data and Materials, June 16, 1971,
Senate Committee on Finance, 92 Cong. 1 sess., p. 32; other’

. . 1970 data: - Special ‘Analyses, Budget of the United States .
N Government ,- Fiscal Year 1972, pp. 120-121; other data: Spe-

cial Analyses of the United States Government, Fiscal Year
1973, pp. 123, 144,

~

e

. -
.

’ <

Table 5 details federal child-care expeﬁditufés&gorTfiscalhyear§.1974
and 1975. As the totals indicate, expenditurq§’in these categories are

rapidly approaching. the $1.5'billion mark. Thus, although some of the

4 proposed increases in federal expenditures for preschool programs have ¥ ]
. ~ - 3
- . ~“9 . A
oy, ‘ .
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’ - \ -
Fable 5
: . DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELEARE ESTIMATE OF NAT10NAL CHILD-CARE FUNDING *
¥ Fiscal Years 1974-1975 .

“
Fetoral Child-Care Expendituréds

.

-
, . Estimated Federal |’ Federal Cost
. P Oblieations (mfllions) Child Care Years “oer Child
‘ LY
1 Agoncy Program FY 1973 FY 1975 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1974 FY 1975
| . R
| R Department of Agriculture M
L Nonschool food service program ~ . » N
\ (a) Head Start $ 13.3 $ 25.0 .- .- - -
3 3 {br) Other vear round . 30.0 34,0 -- - - -
<
‘ PRI -USDA total 13.3 59.0 278,000 559,000 156 106 -
1 - Appalichian Regional Commission " - ’
‘ Child development program ' 12.3 12.3 1-15.0001 145,000 85 5
Y -
bDopartment of tealth, Education, and .
\ welfare
1d to families with dependent
, children, . ~.
) jv-a-Social services . .
. M Employment related 325.0 341.3 368,063 386,166 883 883 |
Nonesployment related 139.3 146.3 157,758 165,685 883 883
IV«A-Special needs . n.a n.a. n.a. , n.a. n.a. n.a.
, IV-A-lncome disregard 85.0 89.3 200,000 210,000 425 425
- IV-A-work incentive 5.0 471.3 75,350 79,118 597 598
~ 1V-B-Child %eltare - 1.8 1.8 19,000 19,000 95 93
Head Start 392.1 430.0 379.000 ' 379,000 1,034 1,135
» Office bf Rducation 48.9 51.3 138,909 145,851 352 352
© HEW total | - 1,037,1 1,107.3 1,338,080 1,385,123 775 799"
{
|
. Department of Housing and Urban . h » . ¢
Development
. fndoor community factlities pro- N .
gram .- -~ -~ -- s -
Model Cities 11.2 6.7 28,100 13,100 500 500
Neighborhogd facilities n.a. .- n.a. - n.a. -
~ Tenant sorvices Erant progiam n.a. -- n.a. -- nea, -
N HUD total 11.2 6.7 28,100 13,100 500 500 ,
i N N -
. { Department of nterior ’ .
i Indian child welfare assistance 5.1 6.5 3,600 3,600, 1,500 « 1,806 °
- { Kindergarten program for lndl‘.m . .
: children in federal schools 2.0 2.0 4300 | * 4,300 465 465
-
. Parent-child development pro- . .
gran (preschool) v 0.6 a 06 . 200 . 200 3,000 .3,000
Johrson 0°'Malldy~-Program of R . .
. aid for public schools (kindore- -«
garten for reservation lndian N
: children) . . 2.2 2.2 n.a. n.a. nea. n.a.
h N DOl total . 10.2 11.3 8,100 8,100 . 1,259 ' 1,395
Departownt of Labor ¢
« 7 Concentrated emplovment pro= . ) , . /
gram (CEP) 10.0 . 10.0 n.a. " n.aaee~ neaa. nea.
. Out-of-school work support 5.0 8.0 n.a. nea. n.a. n.a.
Migrants 1.3 1.6 | n.a. N n.aaS n.a. . heaa.
| Public Service Carecers (PSC) -- -- -~ -—- -- » -~
N ,
! DOL total 16.3 17.6 n.a. . n.ar LI n.as
] » ¢
‘; ) Office of Economic Opportunity - . * - c,
\ - Assistance for migrants and sea- R .
; sonal farmworkers (EOA 111:B) - - . - - - .-
| Community action program (225 ) . .
| local inigiative funds) , 2.4 2.4 n.a. n.a. nete n.a
» . . . -
| ‘ Small Business Administration 3.8 n.a, nea. n.a. na. n.a.
‘. . . . -
;‘ ot Department of the Treasury Internal N
’ . Revenue Service, chiid-care deduc~- N ,
[ . tions © .208.6 208.6 nea. " n.a. n.a. n.a.
' .
; R Total Yederal child-care expendi- .
, tpres a 1.348.2 - 1,425.2 1,797,580 2,110,623 1,117 1.039
| -
: “
Lt Source. Department of Health, Education, and welfaro. 10 v,
s} - N
- j) ) : R
/ER] ' 25 |
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| .
% ' been rejected by Congress or the Pnséident, there has been a &ajor, if
\

not massive, increase in federal finénctal.investment in such programs.

- -~

-

~

Deciding on Dgfinitions: Parent Benefit/Child Behefit )
. 7 P4 - . <

¢ - , . -

v ‘.

Obviously there is great'dverlap in ahe target groups of'federal
- 1

e

pyogfams for preschool services, as well as in delivery systems, brogram
v administration, and services generated.‘ One reason for the overlap is

that these programs are all aimed at the same age populatioﬁ,iand most

-
are directed as well toward a specific population of low-income families.
‘ Another reason is that custodial, health, and egucational services are

provided  in many ofsthe same settings and frequently simultaneously.

-

‘Thus behavioral definitions of day care, health services, and education )
for preschool children are extremely difficult to develop and apply. .Iit
is often particularly d1fficu1t to distinguish day care for very young

children from education, but some sort of definitional distinction is
. . . 4

crucial to a consideration of polic§ pptions, | ’

-

‘ ?he distinction most frequently made“in federal calculations is that

. between custodial care %Pd.dévelopmental care, Unfortunately, Ehis dis-
ﬁinptioﬁ tends to attach values.to the names themselbes rather than to
the real projects; "developmental” suggest; sunny nursery schools and
'Ben;volunt péégftr%cians while "Qustod}al" suggests drab'homéb,,orphan-
ageé, and prisons. Deqelopmeﬁtal.cére is*also Assumed to be far more
expensive precisely because it is* 'better." In fgct; developmental day-
.carﬁ programs are more expensive because costs ate ‘almost solely propor-
tional to two factors:. child/staff ratio.qnd educétionay level (amnd
thus wage rate) of the staff. There-is an intrinsic circularity in this
categorization' Developmental care;, defined as those proqd/ts having

& low chiXd/staff ratios and high levels of staff training, is expensive;'

. \
expensive care is therefore developmental.

~
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Operationally, however, it is extremely difficult to olasgify the

|
- : ] . ] o
type of care (custodial or developmental) being delivered in any specific )
- ’

project, gkcept by asking the project director. In theory it would be :

helpful to base program classification on program attributes (e.g., edu1 -

cational, medical, and social). Such a classification would undoubtedly

provide a helpful basis for policy‘analysié,’and in addition would
correspond more closely to the way in wh1ch individual families choose }
from among available options. This classification scheme would depend, ‘ |
noﬁever, on the egistence of clearly def1ned, recognizable, and accepted —j
<~fj) behavioral ,ndices of the program attributes, and on the broad use of
classroom-observation techniques. These conditions cannot‘be met at .
present, and intuitive c1assification'of program attributes is not a

sound substitute. In addition, -the custodial and derelopmentai care

cannot be classified consistently’on the basis of any. output measures,

|
|
|
|
|
either cognitive or noncognitive., Thus, although the present categori- )
zation is a convenient way to’identify ideologies and justify costs, it
:

- : /s of greater value for debate than for amalysis. .
- . .
A more .useful definition for policymaking is to identify who re-
N ceives the primary benefit amd distinguish this group from those who

receive secondary or partial benefits; i.e., parent benefits versus
child benefits. i N

- o
LY

In principle, day care programs provide custody and protection for
¢ children while parents are\employed; in the absence of such day care,
most of these parents would be unable to maintain full-time or part-time

'employment.* Thus, day-care programs provide employed or in-training ,

«
~

*In the discussion that follows, we classify as "day care" those in-
. stances when children of working mathers participate in full-day Head
- . Start projects, but classify as "educational"” those instances in which
children of unemployed mothers participate in the same Head-Start pro-
jects. ) e/ ~e .
12 N 3

27




parents of cared-for children with the primary benefits, and the children

”

of these»parents with the secondary benefits (educational, medical, and

i

social). Therefore, day care is classified as parent.benefit.

On the other haqd, educational programs ﬁrovide no primary benefits
to parents. Inétead, they are aimed at 1m9roving the cognitive develop-
ment gnd skills of childrén, or at improiiﬁg phe}r present or futu?e
abilities in certain intellectual or soci§; 55555. Thus , educatiohai
programs benefit the child almost exclusively and are classified as child
benefit. More generally, any care given to a child whose parents are not

working (or in training, or actively looking for work) is considered a

child benefit.
!

wHeath services are comparatively easy to distinguish from day-care
or educational services (though either of the latter may contribute
secondarilly to improYéient of health or nutrition). Such services are -
dx:ected‘t&ward‘improving-the*chiiﬁJs immsdiate Ur;i63§-t;;ﬁ health and
n&tritioﬁ.  ForQsevera1 reasons, this report touches only briefly on
fome aspects(o( health services for chfldren. One reason is that many
health-care sgtfings, such as, clinics, are specific to health servlce
and do not ovérlap with other day-care services. More to tgé pbihé,
however, is that answers to our immediate questions do not directly de- '

7

pend on the presence or absence of special health services..

<

A Spectrum of Da}rCare’and Education Options

The provision of day-caré or educational services, or'both, may be
made in a variety 6f'mgys and can be classified according to any number
of schemes.® For ogr?purposesi it is convenient. to focus on the setting

in which the servicé'lékprovided. This criterion is particularly helpful

for two reasons. First, it reduces the problem of circularity inherent

in classifications that depend on staff definitions. Although settingsc
Lo !
% 13 § -
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| . . .
| .
| do tend to have distinctive staff and pupil characteristics, they are
- - ' ‘

not intrinsically defined by these characteristics. Second, concentrat-

ing on settings seems to correspond closely to the way families actually

«

make decisions,.i.e., the location, cost, and size of the facility appear

to matter more to parents than program content or 1deblogy. (This is
discussed in Section III.) A-convenient way to envision the optional
settings is to arrange them on a spectrum of complexity, as shown 1in

o . «

Figure 1.

NONPROFESSIONAL

REGISTERED OR
. LICENSED . )

A

PROFESSIONAL

Co

v FIGURE 1 OPTIONAL SETTINGS FOR PRESCHOOL SERVICES BY COMPLEXITY
, AND STAFF TYPE ’

The simplest arrangement is that of a mother and child (or children)
in their own home. When the mother, or sole parent, is employeq, the*®
Jext §1mp}est arrangemént is that ‘of using a relative or housekeeper to
. care for the child in his own home. For the purposes of upgrading

health, cognitive development: or child protection, some form of training

z ** may be given to the mother or other care-giver.

3@' f .t
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Another arrangement is to have the child cared for in ,2 home not his

- : own. Usually such care is provided by another mother who cares for her

K}

own arid neighborhood children in her home (often calleq'family-group care).
Such home-care centers may or may not be registered through a local

agency; the care-giver is ordinarily not a certified professional or a

~

trained paraprofesslonal. Again, some zraining may be giveﬁ to the care-~,
i giver to upgrade the quality of health, cognitive development, or child '
protection that the visiting child receives; but the care remains essen-

- tially nonprofessional,

3 M 3

. i % s
Next in order of complexity are sgall child-care centers providing.
for as many as perhaps .20 children. Although a few such centers pperate'

in private homes .(where several rooms have been set aside), most are set

in separate facilities. They are usually sponsored by community organi-
i - - - N ’: . N - -
zations or are tangential services of churches, universities, or frater-

- .

nal organizations, Ordinarily the sponsor provides some subsidy, often

in the form of rent-free facilities. 1In general, there is more than one
- - O T R

care-giver, at least one of whom is a certified professional or parapro- .
fessional.
T AS the enrollment increases in these small child-care centers; so .

does the tendency to use professional certifiéd persomnel, such as

nurses or teachers. The largest centers may, care for up to 200 children,
using diversified professional staffs., Centers enrolling 50 or more
federal levels., Any program receiving federal subsidies must satisfy
staffing and’child/sggff ratio requirements for type of care and age of

o child.® . ’

In a few instances, day care may be provided through all-day, formal,

preschool programs operating either private1§ or, more commonly, through

:
children are ordinarily under government sponsorship at local, state, or

15 [ N *

__‘ \‘1 ‘ - . - ' 8!\‘) . - - p—




-

some special state program of the public schools,' Ordinarily in such

proggfms,only certified personnel are used,

Paymentsffor Day Care ) ) ' ]

As may be expected, costs of gay‘éare vary as widely as do the

settings and the types of care. Some of the reasons have been discussed

above, Arranging the day-care and education options detailed above

’

according to size of payments made would result in a partial reordering

of the original spectrum, Figure 2 shows this reordering, along with

generai estimates of yea}ly payment by type of care,

W~

FIGURE 2 PRICE TAGS FOR PRESCHOOL SERVICES IN OPTIONAL SETTINGS .

~

The smallest payment, of course, is for day care that is bartered

°

with a neighbor or provided by another family member {(the father or an

16
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o .
older sibling). For practical purposes, such care may be considered pay-
ment free.* Significantly, no payment was made for 75 percent of the
children, of workihé women in 1965 because most of these mothers’selectgd

the. at-home option.? , o ‘

When day care is a paid servite in the form of faﬁily-groﬁp care,
annual dosts mﬁy range from about SGOd to about~$1,300 per child, de-
pending on such factors as location, provision-of meals, and sick-child
care, and wh&ther the‘facilitjes are licensed or "underground." Providing

minimal training for family-group care-givers, as well as some backup

resource service; seems to add another $200 to $300 to annual costs.f

?
-

It can certainly be argued that if the first option (bartered child

care) is considered payment free, then day care by. the mother in her own
home should Similarly be classified as paymen%ﬂe.\Under certfain cir- i
cumstances, however, the federal government wi pay a~parent to remain '

at home to provide full-time’care for dependent children., Alt

base lines vary sdmewhat, the figure of $1,100 annually (Figure 2 an

':estiﬁate obtained by dividing a typical AFDC family ber annum payjent by

2.6 children per family. .

Using estimates from Home Start, Parent-Child Centers, and private

PN

projects, we estimate that the annual cost of programs t}dinipg individual

N .
mothers in more jeffective health, nutrition, and child-rearing praptices

.
« ¢

L

In many families, siblings or other relatives receive minimum reimburse-

. ment "for providing at-home care for preschool children. Lack of evidence

on the frequency or scale of such payments is a serious obstacle to
understanding the real pattern of day care in America. We have calcu-
lated cost for such care at $1,000 a year per family. Such payments

are essentially intrafamilial income transfers. ‘This may be a very real
cost, however, since without coopgratidn,‘gained through payment of a
relative, the mother would not be able to maintain outside employment.

+ L
Betty Williamson, Director, Neighborhood Day Care Program, San Jose,
California (personal communication). : ¢
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may total between $400 and $1,000 per child* in payments to tg?ining

staff and sometimes to mothers, in addition to any payment for Keeping

. »

the mother at home.

Care at home by a relative or housekeéper prﬁgents a far more com-
plicated péyment problem. It appears that ;;vernmeht agencies generally
pay between $250 and 3800 per child per year for this type of at-home
care, with an average"énnual payment of $417 inb1972.f This seems to
indizate the same géneral range of payments asvthat reported by the
Westinghouse-Westat survey, which estimated payments for these types of

services at or under $360 per year, for families with annual incomes of.

$8,000,% & ’

Reimbursement to nonrelatives seems to fall in this same general pay-
ment range. ,Data‘from Low and Spindler indicate that most care at home
by nonrelatives is also provided without payment, but’ that when payment

is made, it is generally about 3500 a year.

1 4
Y

There is some difficulty in comparing payments~for‘at—home care with

.

the payments for services in other settings, however, since at-home pay-
ments may not represent full-time care (which would amount to 25¢ per

hour), but rather arrangements made for part-time care.
[
b

When. child care is provided in separate centers, payments rise con#®

siderably. The most widely qudted estimate of what center care should

-4

.

¥ .
This may be as much as $2,500 per family, according to the staff members

of Home Start and Parent-Child Centers (personal communications).

1""
... in New York or Washington, a maximum of $250 in total is paid per

child per year to the care giver who is presumably but not necessarily
a relative .... The children of trainees [in other instances] were
looked after at an average cost of ... $10-312 per week by private
sitters ($520-$624 per child-year) ... In practice, federal expendi-
tures for day care in 1972 worked out to only $417 per child" (Lewis,
pp. 124-126). o

v ~
rd




function. This.does not, of ‘course, change real costs, which ‘remain

[

. : /
cost was made in 1967 by Sugarman and Feldman, who plzced center—care

annual costs (i.e., payments for staff and facilities) at $1, 200 -2, 300

per child.® Again, a certain amount of circularity is at work here.

Since center care should cost $1,200-2,300, this is what many government
agencies will pay and is, theréforc, what most'aéencies do pay, However,
expenditures by federal agencies appear‘to vary, depending’on agency,

purpose, and program design. °

When center care is subsidiged by a church or a commﬁnity agency,

payments may be reduced t6 about $1,500-1,800 per year because facilities

and some personnel costs are often charged to some other organizational

somewhat abovc $2,000. Payments are also reduced at 'cooperative" cEnters

in. which parents “work part time at the center providing care, thus re~

>

ducing,the size of the professional staff. Typical payments for coopera-

tive centers are 50-70 percent of the payments forr other centers. .

Center care that includes plaqned educational programs is still more

expensive, Payments for such arrangements seem to be well represented
in the proprietary_sector by the.Sutton,PIace Multimedia Preschool iﬂ‘.
New York at $3,000'bér year and in the nonproprietary sector by the -

Child Development Centers of the OEO at $3,300 per year.7

»

These figures resemble the payments made by school districts for

obtaining day-care and educational services through the public school

system, Lewis reports that average pre—kindergarten programs operated

through school districts cost between $700 and &1, 100 per child -per

year. This range does not represent full-time ciFeﬂ however, but two

AN ~ .-

to 'three hours per day for 40 weeks, amrd generallyris used only for
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four-year-olds. We set a conservative estimate of the cost of full-time

programs in the public schools meeting interagency guidelines fof toddlers

-

at $4,000-5,000 per child per .year.®*

“ gt
Finally, there are some day-care centers, almost always highly re-

search oriented, that provide "maximum” health and educational,programs

along with all-day care. We.@ave labeled such cqpiers."intensi;e" aﬁd‘
discuss them in’ greater aetail later. Firsé>han§’accounts sf operating
costs for these 1ntensive centers are almost imposslble to obtain. Rough
estimates for their services, based on reported personnel use, would be
at least SG,OOO“p%?;child, per-annum. Costs could exceed tHis by a

» B »

factor of 2.1 L

D

Cost and Family Income

A

In our preceding discussion, we estimated the payments made by a
family or government agency for obtaining day care, but’ a careful dis-
tinction must be made between these figures and what we call the costs

to the family., This is a complicated area, beyond the general scope of

4

This assumes ordinary district expenditures of $750 per pupil per school
year in a district with a pupil/teather ratio of 30/1, An ordinary nine-
month program would therefore cost about $3,750 per child to achieve a
ratio of 6/1 (to correspond to federal interagency guidelines). px-‘ oo
tending the program to 50 weeks to make it feasible as a day-care ser-
vice and comparable to other year-round services cited brings the

figure to just about $5,000., Some decrease might be achieved by the
reduction of overhead costs, which are not necessarily proporfiona%e to
the pupil/teacheg ratio, but such a savings would probably be equaled

or exceeded by additiordl costs of equipment and special procedures
specific to early-childhood programs..

1- .
The project that presented the most detailed description of its personnel
use was the Mi}waukee project of Heber et ‘al., Our calculation of
personnel costs for fthis project suggests about $10,000 per child per
year. - v
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this papen, and we do not attempt.to provide a detailed discussion.

%

‘e

+

Some brief comments are helpful ,“héwever. . \ . :

“The payments which families make di¥fer from total costs retative ¥

to two factors.: subsidies and foregone income. b

-~

- . . na

. Two impgrtant forms of subsidy for day-care costs exist, The first
form of subsidy is provided by AFDC agencies for child care (a form of

vendor payment pian) and by all-day Head Start centers, whefe payment -
free care is‘avéilable td. qualifying fow-incoae families, The second

©

important form of subsidy is provided through the income tax deduction

. allowed for day-care expensesg;-gor,ﬁamilieS'with little or no income,

- . . - - -

o D IR
.such deductions are of mimimal -importance, since these families pay

(3 . .
little or no tax anyway, For families of middle income, however, this

- tax deduction may provide a subsidy of up to about 20 percent of the cost

of care (depending on gross income and tax rate). ® .
. . . b}
2Costs to families will also vary according to income that is fore=

-

v gone when a family member (fathg;, sibling, aunt) provides day care . L

without paymen% (or gor'én intrafamilial income transfer) instead of

* 4
obtaining outside employment, The size of the_"opporEpnity cost” of day

care will thus vary‘with the eﬁployagge $killssof the care-giver, as

weil as with the fate of,the general %conomy. The importance of sugh N
foregone income will al'so vary with famil§ income; it may be substantially

. = E :

) more of a financial sacrifice for a' low-income family td use a relative

‘fqr at-ﬁome care than it is for a family of more adequate means.

>

The impacts of subsidies and foregone income are complicated and’ a

-
more detailed data base will be required* before firm conclusions can be

A . reached.™ The following salient points:can be made, however:
' . ‘ _ '
\ .
* - -
] Appendix B presents.simulations of the cost of day"care to families given
. a variety of income and subsidy levels, . \ '
- . . . A . N
v ¥ ~ 21
L 4 .
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* There are great'differences between the total accounted
costs of providing day care and the payments made by
families to obtain this care. Similarly, there are
great dlfferences between the payments made by families

and the total costs to families for obtaining various

forms of care.

e These differences influence the choices families make
among available options.

e The effective costs to families change’irrégularly over
income groubs. Some options are less expensive for low-

\ income families and more expensive for middle-income
families, while o}her’options have_exactly the opposite
effect. ' ]
i« " .
Summary . -

N -

The annual f;derai investment and nonmonetary,invo;yement in preschool
sérvices.is substantial, Its most obvious imia t is in providing out-of-
* home care for the chiluren of *low-income féﬁiiﬁ§§. Beyond this much
publicized impact, the federal government influences’ and subsidizes day-
care serviceg in a wide assortment of ways, of which little accounting
and scant evaluation are made. Federal involvement is almost always

s querestimated.

- Day-care and educational services vary widely but o?érlap greatly,
AN &
and therefore need to be classified in some simple and logical way if

discu551on is to proceed. We found the distinction the federal government
; : freduentiy makes between custodial care and developmental care difficult

to'apply because it refers to intrinsic values and desired outcomes more

than to any easily observable differences in operation or measurable

outputs. - i 4 \\\\\—_/

"Therefore;*we suggest an initia} classification based on the economic

< M 4

|
| ,

» congept of primary and secondary beneficiaries. For example, programs
| whose services enable a parent to maintain full-time or part-time employ-

ment are termed parent benefit. All other progfams are presuhéd to
.

>

i
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~

provide (or to try to provide) bepefits specifically to the child, and

are termed. child benefit. These categories correspond only roughly to

> traditional categories of day care and educatdlg. >

< S
.

The setting-in which day-care services are provided is a second

criterion for classification. ’Major alternative settings are care at
gt 2 i N

]
home, care in another'§ home, proprietary and nonproprietary centers,

research centers, and public schools. Annual costs for providing services

in these settings vary from zero to several thousand dollars per child.

™ - :

The payments made by families to obtain day-~-care éervices in various

settings differ substagtially'from the absolute accounted costs of pro-

) viding these servicés. Two majdf~1ntervegiﬁg Variableslére public”sub-
sidies and foregone family income, which alter the choices that families

make among available options. Such"ﬁlterations follow patterns that are

largely dependent on level of family income,

. .
- ) - 2
ERIC . S
o o] : o : ~ .«
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III DAY CARE

Day-Care Services forkthg General Population v

.
. i ? Lad

Against the backgrBund of information given in the preceding section,

‘ , we are now able to address the three basic asgertions from Section I in

. . e
detail. The first assertion is that there is an overall shortage ofwday

.

‘care, and a shortage -of preferred forms of day care (especially center.

care), which will not be corrected through normal market mechanisms.

L]
[

This assertion raises the following questions; which are dealt with

below.

. ‘Is-there an overall shortage of day care?

L3

e Is there a shortage of preferred forms of day care?

N
N

e Are normaTl market mechanisms inhibited or ineffective?:

.
¥ - : ‘ b

o N

= I1s There an Overall Shortage of Day Care? s

”

Few people would disagree that children under the age of six require
care and supervision by some glder person during any extended périod of
< - v

time. The preschool child/for whom no provisions are mdde is regeiving

. inadequa

rong case can be made for intervention. Further-
more, y rise over time in -the percentage of preschool children without

care is a cause for concerp and may indicate an overall shortage of da;\\*\

.
care. s ’ N

- - -

A comparison of two major day-care surveys, the first in 1965 by Low .

L]

and Spindler and the second in by the Nationdl Longitudinal Survey .

though the real numbers are very small and' not statisticaily significant,

. " - ' . . . “
@

25 - v

- (NLS), shows a percentage rise in "latchkey" children undgﬁxége six, al- 4




In 1965, only 1 percent of white'chilaren were classified afh'child cares

. for self,” while in 1971 this number had rtsen to 3 perce What is
startling, however, is that this does not appear to be é‘problem associ-
ated with broken families or those“whose resources are inadequate to

. purchase care. On the:contrary, a detailed analysis of the 1971 daja

stws that the typical latchkey:preschool child comeséfrom a family @ha;
is in a middle-inc?me bracket, where the mo@her has a high school educa-
tion and has helq a job for several years. The child is és likely to
come from a two-parent fgmily as from a single-parent family. Reported
incidence of ‘latchkey preschool child;en in othé} categories is Felatively

i

ineignificant (see Tables 6 and 7). Certaiﬁly this phenoménon causes

Table 6 T
PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN OF WORKING MOTHERS CLASSIFIED
) ' AS "CHILD CARES FQR SELF": 1965 AND 1971 '
Classification - 1965 1971,
<] By race (children ynder 6) ¢ « (
White 1% 3%
- Nonwhi te \ . 0 0]
By marital status (children under 14) _
’ Married, spouse present . 7 ] 18 u
' Other 13 | 15 ,
By mother's education (ch;ldren under 6) ‘ '
Less than high school ‘1 O...
) High school - 0. S
. More than high school 0 0
SN
s/ By degree of employment (children under 6)
i ‘ Full time ' 0 1 .
. Part time . . . 1 2

T
.

Source: Shortlidge, "Dual Careers,” Chap. 4, Tables 1-5.

»

.

sy




*t

_Table 7

.

PERCENTAGE .OF CHILDREN Uf{DER AGE SIX OF WORKING MOTHERS
CLASSIFIED AS "CHILD CARES FOR SELF":
1971 DETAILS FOR WHITES AND BLACKS

Classification . Whites Blacks

By SES
Low 1% 1%
. Middle 6 i
High i T o - % 6
. AN
By marital status \ h
Married, spouse present 2 1
Other 6 + 0
By education
Less than high school 0 - 1
High school 4 0
More than high school 0 6
By degree of employment ’
Full time ¢ 1 1
' Part time 2

[

By weeks worked

'50-52 , '3 o,
25-49 -2 0
1-24 ' ' 0- 6

By length of employment
S years . 4 0]
3 years ’ 0 . 0
1 year 0 > 0

*
Sample inadequate for analysis.

Source: Shortlidge, "Dual Careets,” Chap. 3,
) Tables 4-7,
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concern, but the appropriate and effective federal policy is extremelyg

4

* - ]
unclear. A
= ; 5 ~

3\%js

Another indication of an overall shortage of day care occurs when
children of working mothers are being cared for in one way, but the

parents would prefer another type of care. If the proportion of dissatise-

faction rises, an increasing shortage can be inferred. H
) N

3

N 7

The NLS survey provides some relevant data. ﬁcéording to the data
analyses performed By Shortlidge and Low and Spindler, 91 percent of white

mothers and 92 percent of black mothers were satisfied with their present

+ . N A ) .
day-care arrangements. (As a point of comparison, this is 2 far greater

\ A

* figure than that of parents reporting satisfaction with the public school

system,) Dissatisfaction appears to have been graatest\when the child was

being cared for outside his own home,2 Among dissatisfied parents, a
. . ' ]
larger percentaée of black mothers than of white mothers expressed prefer-

ence for public or private group care,® This subject-is taken up again:

later. The principal point is that the vast majority of parents were

3

*There is an important discrepancy regarding the comparison between the
Low and Spindler and the NLS surveys, Namely, the Low and Spindler
survey was conducted in February, while the NLS survey was conducted in
the early summer. This may lead us to amend somewhat the suggestion of
an increase in preschool latchkey children, For example, the increase
could be re1ated to the fact that, during summer months, older stblings
are_ availablé fOr intermittent care of preschool ckildren, whereas
full-time care might be provided for these children during “the school
year, Such speculations, however, must be treated with caution,

fThe 1971 NLS did not include a measure of the degree of satisfaction
with present day-care arrangements. The Shortlidge analysis is based
on-an item which asks if there is any arrangement the mother would
prefer over the present arrangement. Responses to tpis inguiry are
c1ear1y conditione a knowledge of alternatives, but the usefulness
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satisfied with their current day-care arrangements (most of which were
t .

at-homer or family-group care), a situation that does rnot point to an

overall shortage,
. 7 y ) ‘
An overall shortage of day care might also be indicated if, -in
accordance.with éccepted economic theory, the price of day care was

increasing (beyénd the effects of general inflation), if the supply of

day care was expanding, or if existing facilities were consistently

b

oversubscribed.

Unfortunately, we know of no available data base that provides good
.information on the trend of prices for day care and makes adjustments for

inflation.* Reliable daté are also lacking on the demands for é:;ter

~

. care, since most figures)simply make the inappropriate comparison between
2 ¢ »

total preschool population and availgble licensed day-care slots.® Data

on waiting lists and vacancies are séérce and confusing, The Weitinghouse-

" Westat survey reported waiting lists of about 16 percent of\avgilable

- -

* - . - c
_The pricing of day éage services is clouded by at least three issues:
(1) Federal and state subgidies for eligible participants
are set at a maximum of $1,05 per hour, Therefore,
fees-~-particularly in public day-care centers--gravitgpe
to this level.

(2) The price of'day care excludes the value of in-kind
services.

' (3) The price of day care is pendent on the nominal
price of day-care expenditures, marginal tax rate,
and adjusted gross income (see the calculation of net »
.- ) price and netfexpenditures in Appeﬁdix B).

& >

Therefore, {’t is difficult to»gake unqualified statements about the L
price of day chre, .. One factor which may tend to increase day-care
costs is the recent coverage of day care warkers under minimum wage
< legislation, Also, proposed staff/child ratios under Title 20 of
the Federal Interagency guidelines are more rigorous than those
under existing guidelines, : ‘

-
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space, or about 124,000 ehildren. T same Survey, however, also -

reported‘63,000 unfilled spaces, whi were unevenly distributed among

=) N <

- ~ ~

p?oprieiary and nonproprietary centers,

~ - -

We also know that private-franchise and industrial-based day-care

v

centers have not been able to survive over the past few years, when
utilization of day care has been on the rise. Day-care franchises have

been particularly unsuccessful, as reported by the Bank of America:

The bloom on this budding industry soon fades as franchisers

discover day nurseries to be a high-overhead, low-profit

Epsiness incapable of generatiqg high returns on invested s

monies.,.. Today fewer than ]}00 of the projected several

thousand facilities are in operation throughout the nation..,.

Large corporations, after investigating the possibility of

day-care franchises, have pulled back from the idea.® . -

The concept of industry-run centers for the children of employees wag

implemented some years ago by several large firms (such as Bell Tele-

phone). An increasing number of these efforts are being abandoned

~

however, in favor of other arrangementé, including modified voucher/
vendor payments that employees may use‘to pay whomever they choose to
care for their ghildren. Thus, although ﬁrivate day-bgre cenfer enter-
prises--botﬁ subsidized and unsubsjdized--believedVthey would be able to
sell their services to fill unmet demands for child care, overall this
has not been the case.’ ) ' 5 N )

i

We will need to distinguish, however, between the private professional

centers and the private nonprofessional centers (principally family-group,

«

care), While the private professional centers have not expanded much,
/ ., . "

both the number and the capacity of family-group day-care homes have

expanded very rapidly, agashdwn in Table 8. These figures must be

approached with caution, The significant emphasis placed on licensing
€.

thes%a'centers during the period 1967-1972 meant that large numbers of z

previously unlicensed centers were now listed as new market entrants,

- v
¢ L4

30
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Ainadequate care,

’

-«
3

1

. : .
What is not known is the size of the unlicensed or '‘underground” day-caré

segment during this period.

’
hd ‘

. ©

Finally, we coulé infer a potential shortage of day care if the total

number of preschool children with working mothers were increasing and if

the care provided for children of recent job entrants were inferior to

those who had "gotten there first."

and inadequate,

Here again, the evidence is confusing
Frequéntly cited poils report that one-fourth to one-half
of motﬁers who were not working would work if adequate day-care facili-
Eies were available.® This raises the specter of more and more young

mothers wishing to work and of more and mére young children receiving

. L

But is this the case? A Qloser,look at many surveys indicates thai

they should be treated with extreme caution., For example, Lewis re-

examined a survey of women from low-income families which indicated
that almost two-thirds of unemployed respondents were constrained from

working by the absence of adequate day-care services. Lewis reports:

~

The apparent disparity of. responses (64 percent "need child-
. care arrangements to go to work' but 6 percent would accept

a job" if child care was satisfactory”) in the same survey

population is an indication of the unrealiability of using

response rates to define the day-care needs of the group.

It also shbws the difficulty of using opinion-poll type

surveys which attempt to predict fut};g._behav'ior.9

For a full discussion of survey data, see Appendix A,

t

Another approach‘to the issue of shortage and supply is to examine
tr%pds in demoéraphy and employment, In 1967, there were approximately
3.9 million working mothers,?® with approximately 5.6 million children
under age six needing day care. This reflected a birthrate of 17.9.
When this birthrate was projected to 1973,7 1t indicated that the¢re would

be 4.8 million working mothers with 6.9 miilionechildren.need1ng day

« - ~
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care, Such a projection faltered, however, because of the drastic

decline in the fertility<‘Ffate during the early seventies. In.fact; th;A’ )
4.8 million mothers of 1973 had only 6.0 miilion children (a birth rate-

of 14.6).12 The continually declining fertility rate has meant that - s
the need for day care‘for preschoolers has not risen muéh, if at all,

during the past few @ears, despite a rise in the absolute number of

working mothers. As shown in Table 9, the percentage of children under "

age six with mothers in the labor force 1s-rising only slowly.

—

Table 9 ' 0 ‘ \

NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER AGE SIX WITH MOTHERS
IN THE LABOR FORCE, 1970-1973

1970 1972 1973

- -
Total children under ° - . .
age 6 19,606,000 19,235,000 19,145,000 "
With mother in labor
force 5,590,000 5,607,000 5,952,000 4

N

Eercentgge of children .
under age 6 with mother ) . : )
in the labor force 28.5% 29.1% 31.1% )

Source: Derived from statistics published by the Department of
Labor.

Furthermore, census projéctions based on present fertility rates indicate
L]
that the peak in absolute number of preschool childrén in the U,S. popu-

"lation will be reached within the next decade. At the peak period, the

.

number of such children will excéed the number of preschool children in
. , X X

1972 by less than 5'percent.13* . K

X w o
It is now being shé&n that these projections have overestimated popula-.
tion growth,. NN
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Of additional interest(is the fact that, according to the NLS survey,
new entrants to the labor férce are making noticeably greater use of
at-h@me“care--with more fathers and more siblings providing this care
(Table 10) .14 "One possible explanation for the greater use of at-home
cgre is that other kinds of care are not available. This may be the
case, but-from the statistics aioqe we cannot tell. It is just as likely
that changing role definitions ana life styles have increased the avail-
abiiity of this preferred type of day care for young families, and that

other options would not be taken even if available at suitable-“cost. This

-----

leads us to the next important point, which is an investigation of consumer

preferences in day care.

P

Is There a Shortage of Preferred Forms
of Day Care? : <. ; - .

<

Even if there is not an errall shortage of day care, i.e., even if
all preschool chilérén with wo;kiné mothers are adequately cared for,
there may still be a shortage of a different sort, 1f parents prefer a
type of care other‘thaﬁ the type they are using. How are we to know what
type of day care parents prefer, and why they prefér it? Utilizakion
surveys tell us only what famil}es do, not why they do it;-satisfaction
and attitudindl polls are unreliable in predicting real marketplace

behaviors, In general, it is harq to be content with a survey design

r

that asks respondents what their preferences would be. What is needed

“

instead is an analysis based on how respondents revealed their preferences

by éxamining theechoices they made. Utilization studies are_ﬁelpful for

h . ~
precisely this reason. These studies have a serious problem, however,

. i

because they treat day-care options as indivisible packages and ‘thus can

tell us very little about exactly which attributes of the preferred form

»

make it attractive. This severely limits any detailed policy understhnding

.of the data.

R o ' :
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’ . Table 10 : s .

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF DAY-CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR WHITE MOTHERS™* ’
WITH YOUNGEST CHILD UNDER AGE SIX BY LENGTH OF PARTICIPATION
’ IN THE LABOR FORCE

- Participated in Labor Force a .

Day~Care Arrangement : All Survey Any Two’Survey For the
! ) ’ Dates Dates Between |First Time
- 1967 to 1971 1967 and 1971 in 1971
Care in own home . . *
By father . 11% 10% 25%
By sibling 6 14 16 .
By other relative 7 r 9 4
By a combination of family members 12 9 7
By family and nonfamily members 3 11 9
By nonrelative ' 7 14 5"
Subtotal ” 46% 66% 67%
4 | Care in another éerson's home - Y v
By relative . 6% : 4% ’ 4%
By nonrelative 25 2 5 .
Subtotal 31% 6% 9%
- ‘} other arrangements ‘ » . -
Public group day care . 0% . 2% 0%
Private group day care 3 3 8 2
Public or private group day care ,
with another means ’ 4 3. 5
Child cares for self 4 0 0
‘. Mother cares for child at work 8 . 2 11}
«Mother cares for child after school 0 ©2 53,
) Other means or combination 4 11 2
Subtotal 24% 28% 25%
- Total 100% 100% . ° 100%
¢

« . " .
. * !
> Respondents interviewed in 1967, 1969, and 1971, who were in thé labor force
) Ain 1971, ° .

. + t .
Totals may not add because of rounding,

Source: Shortlidge, "Dual Careers,” Table 3.7.

.
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Complaining about data and methdbds may soothe academic consciences,

but it gets us no closer to providing guidance for policymaking. The

least (and the most) that can be done is to use the available*studies,

’

respect their limitations, and combine theh in such a way that they are
as helpful as.possible. There are a number of sourcee of information on
utilization and preference for diy-care optjons. On the one hand, if

the information gathered, from these various sources disagrees, we cannot
; .

o

settle .the ambiguities.\\E{\?n the other hand, the information from

M rg
these sources agrees, we can have considerably more confidence in our
A}

conclusions. . ) . .
[

The Low and Spindler sdfvey provides some indications of utilization

fro ich we can infer préferencé (see Table 11), This survey shoWed
L)

hat in 1965 about 47 percent of preschool children with working mothers

Vo -

were cared for in their own homes, 31 percent were cared_for in someone _

else's home, 15 percent were cared for by the mother at he}‘place of

AN

emplovment, 5 percent used day-care centers, and a variety of arrangements

were made for the remainder. This information suggests that, all other

things beiﬁé equal, evn—home care or care in another's home are the pre-
ferred types of care. This suggestion is given weight by the finding
that the same pfeferences are repeated with remarkably little variatidn
across all income érougs. There is a slight inqrease in xhe utilization
of own—home eare as family income rises. The clear tnference is that

own-home care is chosen not only because it is inexpensive but also

because it is seen as preferable to other types of care. This cannot "be
taken as conclusive, however since such patterns might still reflect
only the relative availability of various day-care services, or the

- ’ 4 /

slightly greater ability of upper—income families to hire domestdc

employees,

A\
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~SAlso interesting are the data from the NLS, survey as they relate to
preferred day care in 1971 as analyzed by_ShortL}dge {(Table 12). These data
show that own-home care for preschool Shildren of~working white mothers had
risen from 48 percent in 1965 to 56 percent in 1971. Among nonwhites,
the percentage had risen from 44 to 61 percent. This may indicate an
increasing preferente for own-home care.- It may also indicate the rel;-
tive availability 6f fhe other two major choices (care in another's home,
which hiad fallen for both groups, and center care, which is discussed
,%ater). Unquestionably, it dqes show that the tbtgi supply of own-home
care was flexible and that it was chosen not only by those most able to

choose, i.e., middle-class mothers, :but also by those witﬁ feﬁer,&esources.
‘ >

The situation is clarified.when we realize that these utilization
patterns do correspond very closely to attitudinal and satisfaction
surveys of day-care Jéers. The'Westinghouse/Westat survey determined
that parents have an effectively ordered set gf‘criteria for choosing
among day-care options.}® These criteria are listed below in descending °*

[}

order of preference:

¢ C(Closeness to home i
e Cost ’ .
_—1, Aal

e Convenience of hours i

e Sick-child care -

e Program (i.e., education),

Y

and subsidized centér care vying for sécond‘place (depending ‘on the rela-

tive weights given to cost and convenience of hours). ‘

1]
The NLS survey did suggest some low-level dissatisfaction

certain types of own-home care. Some parents expressed concern when such
2 . .

-
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Table 12

DAY-CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN UNDER AGE SIX
FOR ,1965 AND 1971, BY?RACE

-«

AN

5965 1971

3 Day-Care Arrangements '

Whites | Nonwhites | Whités [ Nonwhites

Care in own home ‘ '

By father 16% 9% 15% 9%
By other relative 15 . 28 17 7, 25
By combination of family and - )
nonfamily members - - 17 15
By nonrelative 17 7 . 7 12
Subtotal L oas% 44% 56% 61%
, .

Care in angther person's home , .

By relative 13% 24% 4% 9%
By nonrelative ’ ~- 15 18 14 8
Subtotal 28% 42% 18% ™ 179

Other arrangements )

- Care in-group care center 6% ~ 6% 8% . 15%
Child cares for self 1 0 .3 ¢ 0
Mother cares for child at ’

work ’ 16 9 7 .4
Mother cares for child
after school 1 1 1 2
Other ! 0 o . 8 2
Subtotal T 24% |, 16% 26% 23%
_Total® : 100% 100% 10Q% 100%
. .

" .

* . :
Totals may npt add because of rounding,

. o &
Source: Shortlidge, "Dual Careers,' Table 4.1.

- (S
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care was pro;ided by nonrelatives--presumably daytime domestic employees

who alsL\Eerformed other household Fasks. These parents would have pre-

ferred owﬁ—homg care provided by relatives. Low aqd Spindler noted a

similar low-level dissatisfactioﬁ by some parents (mostly nonwhite) using.
owhfhome care provided by siblings under age sixteen. The preferepde

appea;ed to be that sibling care‘ge replaced by‘c;re providéd by the

fatger or by anbgﬁer adult relatixe.‘ It may bé sigg;iicant in this <%
respect that fhe regulations for income tax deduction; for day care.

specifx that no deduction may be allowed for care provided by a relative

Y

‘either inside or outside the child's home.!®

LY

Y

. Taken alone, each piece of behavioral or attitudinal evidence that
is discﬁssed above may be dispﬁted. When combined, however, the evidence

clearly suggests fhat most families prefer day care provided at home. y

s

B -

Are Normal Market Mechanisms Inhibited or Ineffective?

“

. . ) N ¢
There is an implicasion that some feature or- features of day care

-~

effectiﬁély prevent normal market mechanisms from corpectiﬁg a suppiy/
. . -

éemand imbalance in the ordinary way (i.e., by raising.the price or
increasing the supply for sale), and thefefore call for federal interven-

tion. Classically, the three general rqasons_{bf’federal intervention

®
in an economic market are:

¢

(1) Barriers to entry by private producers.
. : ~ .

(2) The need for large-scale enterprise that cannot
or will not {be undertaken withpdt,external support.

(3) A societal evaluation that some good or service
‘represents a "social goodﬁ'that individual consumers
will undervalue and therefore underpurchase.

L0

The market for day-care ggréicesAhas remarkably few barriers to
) - A} -

entry in any fraditional sense. The materials, toys, books, and so on

& : .
are broadly available and inexpensive, Centers operafted in private homes

0

40




- or in communi@y buildings usually require little alteration of their
facilities, and materials a}e available at liftle or no cost. No price
controls aré imposed except those set by the market itself.* Many states
do require that certain standards be m;t for licensing day-care facilities,
and in some cases-these standards may be quite detailed. Howévep, the

" requirements are rarely prohibitive financially, although they may:inflicg
a diffeyential imposition on poor-communities. One major problem that
¢ does exist, however, is that licensing requirements may not have much to
do with the quality of care, i.e., the kind of qualit& families*look for
in choosing among alternati'ves. Thus a very sizable "undérground" market

exists, composed of family-group-care homes that satisfy parental criteria

but do not conform to requirements for local licensing or federal subsidy.

Day care seems to be an "industry” that is, if anything, antithetical
to large-scale enterprise, and there is no apparent benefit to day-care

- -
services or cost from largé-scale or nonlocal operations.

-

-
. N N

- N
We are left with the difficult problem of

evaluating whether families
are purchasing "enough” day-care services in terms of economic externali-

ties, i.e., social values. That is, if‘day-care services are viewed as a

-

parent benefit, the question is whether more women "should" enter the labor

. - . -
force and whether this would be accomplished if a different selection of
child services (i.é., more center care; more family-group éare, or

P .

different provisions for home care) were available. As disecussed above,

N

there is no clear evidence that day-care services are a significant

deterent to entry, and the weight of preéent evidence suggests that they

are not going to _become a major inhibiting factor during the next decade.

¥ L4 L

\ . - o

>

* . " ) -

. This may not always be true. Large government suBsidies may help “to,
control prices of center care at an artificially high level, rather
_than constrain prices at an artificially low level.

4

»
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On the other hand, if day-care services are-viewed ﬁs a child
benefit, we seem to.come dan to two issues. The first issue is whether
or ﬁot children of working mothers reegive inadequate care. Although a
small proportion of children do‘receive inadeéuéte care, the appropriate

and effective response to this problem is probably not an overall expan-

sion of available licensed services. The problem seems to require some

iinternal change in day-care services in response to. the peculiar phenom-"

enon of middle-class, latchkey children. The incentives for mothers of

these childfen to provide care must be changed.

The second issue is whether or not day-care services provide some
later benefit(s) to children (particularly childqgn from low-income
families), which in itself constitutes a éociél good. This issue is

discussed in Section 1V,

The Special Case of Low-Income Families

The second assertion examined in this repoff is that the present

day-care market is inequitable for low-income families, who cannot exert

’

their preferences fQr day care because of the cost or the limited supply

of certain types of

- -

- '.This assertion

with below:

A

¢ What are the preferred forms of day-care services?

.

& ¢
¢ How are choices affected by cost and information factors?

4 3

What Are the Preferred Forms of Day-Care Services?

In fhe sections above, we approached the difficult_issae of deter-
&

mining prefgrences in day-care grrangements by combining data on utiliza-

tion and expressed attitudes. This also seems to be the best apggoach

<




e

to use for determining whether or not the preferences of 10W-inCOﬂe

families differ from®those of the population as a whole’., A number of

4
points emerge, .
¢

Based on utilization surveys, the general preferehces in day-care
arrangements do not vary much between low-income ang upper-incqme .
fémiligs, or between nonwhites and whites (see Tables 11 and 12). That
is, ?bout half the children of working motﬁgrs from iow-incuome families
are being cared fgf in their own homes, a smaller proportion are being
cared for in someone else's home, and various fractions are using group
center care or other arrangements. The percentage of children céred for
in their own homes appears to. have risen betwegn 1965 and 1971 (see
Table 12) and has done so across all socioeconomic groups (see Table 13):
Finally, a very high proportion (over 90 percent) of nonwhité mothers or

mothers from low-income families were satisfied with their present

arrangements. Thus, own-home care seems generally to be preferred.

~

The utilization surveys do show & noticeable difference in the

frequency of utilizatién of center care. The 1965 Low and Spindler survey

reports that center-care utilization did not vary much by income group,
averaging about 6 percent. In the 1965-1971 period, utilization of

center care by whites changed little, but utilization by blacks rose
- - N A -
from 6 to 15 percent, In addition, about 6 percent of black mothers

would have preferred center care to the type of care they were using.

We must ask several questions. Do these utilization phenomena

¢ t

reflect a clear preference of minority or low-income families for‘center

care? If so, why 1s this the case? Does this increase in center utili-

~

zation signal a rising unmet demand for center care?

In the first place, the increased use of center care may represent

a general preference on the paft of thegse families for center care over

home care, regardless of pricé. Some low-income families may feel, for

<




Table 13

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF DAY-CARE ARRANGEMENTS“FOk WHITE M;?HERS*
WITH YOUNG?ST CHILD QNDER AGE SIX, BY ' SOCIOECONOMIC STATU
(Duncan Index)

~ ~

~

S

< .. | Middl
Day-Care Arraqgemgq; Low SES SESe High SES
Care in~UwmitGme
By father 19% 15% 7%
By sibling 13 6 12
By other relative, . ; 5 5 12
"By a combination of family members 5 13 14
By family and nonfamily members 7 7 ° 7
By nonrelative - 10 3 10
Subtotal 59% 49% 62%
Care in aﬂother person's home - . - i
By relative N 5% 5% 2%
By nonrelative 13, 17 10
| Subtotal 18% 229, 12%
Other arrangements -~ ‘ i
Public-group day care 0% 2% 0%
Private-group day care 4 8 2
Public- or private-group day care
with another means 2 3 6
Child cares for self ) 1 © 6 0
Mother cares for child at work 7 8 7
Mother.cares for child after school} ©~ 2 ° <0 4
Other means or combination 6 3 8
Subtotal 22% 30% 27%
Total® . 100% 100% 100% -

7

* .
Respondents interviewed in 1967, 1969, and 1971, who were in the

iabor force in 1971,

1.
Totals may not add because of rounding,

Source: Shortlidge, "Dual Careers,’ Tihlg 3.2,

K
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example, that licensed center care provides a safer, healghier environ- -
ment than does home care in improverished heighborhoods, ome strenéth

is given to this hypothesis by the finding that of the approximately 10

percent of working mothers from low-income families who were not satisfied

with present arrangemqpts, thé greatest dissatisfaction occurred when
preschool children were being cared for at home by caretakers under age
sixteen (presumably.older siblings) or by nonrelatives. For these fami-

lies, center care can (understandably) be seen as a preferrgd option.

>
v

There is also some indication’that center care is attractive to sgome
low-income or minority families because such centers may offer a variety

of community development activities, job opportun;?}es (as classroom

aides or liaisons for projects), social contacts, and the deligsry oft -

other social services (e.g., career counsefing, social and psyphiatfic
bounseling,,and health care programs) brovided'by federal, state, and

local agencies.* Although in most cases utilization of center care would

[y

not result in the mother's employment, these opportunities would fit

easily under the parent-benefit classification, .

Thesé economic and personal circumstances provide understandable

sreasons jfor preférring one type of care to another. They do not provide

(S

justifications of equal strength for federal support, however, particu-

larly in the face of the substantial cost differences between center e

care and other day-care, services. -

In seeking to understand the increase in use 0f center care by low-

.

income families, we must also remember that the federal government

/ )

(through a variety of social programs, such as Head Start) is in the

peculiar position of being both the largest supplier and the largest
consumer of preschool center care. As in any business or bureaucracy,

there is thus considerable vested interest in the continuation and

L

* :
> Official at OCS (private communication).
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expansion of the enterprise. The fact that the federai government has

been ab{s to convince substantial numbers of people to accept these
services at no cost, however, does ?ft necessarily provide/; convincing

justification for either continuation or é}p&&§f;;, especially on the

~

basis of parent preference. ‘ i

\
Finally, the issue of parent h{siirence must be considered in the

’

context, of costs. A considerable cost tneénti ‘may exist for low-income

families to use center care rather than other fZorms of day-care.

3
”

,
The Effects of Cost and Information .

For many low-income families, center care is often a no-payment or

very low-payment option. This makes center care the differentially

~

preferred form of day care by such families, in contrast to middle-income

families, who must pay most or all of the substantial cost of center

care. This sbggésté that low-income families) may be increasing their use

~

of center’ care because it costs less than obtaining care in their own

home, for which there is little or no subsidy.

The apparen"prefefence for own-home care demonsfrated by utiliza-

tion studies must be considered in the context of the structure of implied

-

costs. "Utilizafion of at-home care'by low-income families can often mean
R - . * -

that a resident family member or relative provides chiid care "for free"

instéad of taking another type of paid employment. Such an arrangement

k]

imposes a greater hardship on low-income familied¢ who choose at-home
care than it does on upper-income families, where the income of additional

wage earners is less of a necessity.

q

.Seen from this‘perspective! the preponderant choice of at-home care

by lpw:income families suggests an even stronger statement of preference

[

for/ this formof éervice, since it is chosen despite its unusually high

cost, rather than because of its apparently low cost. It is important

D
A ]

B
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to remember that the choice of at-hbme care for low-income families may f

7

-

represent an economically rational &iie for both the family and society.
Unless the wages earned ﬁgceed the cost of providing day care, there is

”

little economic sense in working. For poorly educated adults, the low

wages available to them rarely cover the cost of providing reasonable .

17

qhélity care outside the home, unless it is provided for' free.

;E Choice can also be conétrained or preferences affected 1f lowrincome
families lack adequate information about costs and availability of options,
.gnd thus choose differently. The underlying assumption is that working
mothers frem low-income f?milies lack information about accessible center

care. On this point we have little concrete evidence. There is some

suggestion, however, that low-income families lack information on other
day-care options (specifically on the number, cost, and locaggon of
licensed family-group-care services)* and the extent to which public

agencies will subsidize the choice of'family-group care. 4

The Camil Associates survey of child-care arrangements under'several
subsidized job-training programs suggests, however, that neither improved

- information nor open subsi)ies change choice very much,'® Three government-

sponsored programs (CEP, MDTA, and WIN) provided scme assigtance in ’ -
' \
placing children and some subsidies, though the amount of'both assistance :

and subsidies varied greatly. The resultant arrangements did not vary

much, .however, across programs.(see Table 14), It appéars that a higher
AN ’ -~
percentage chose family-group care\outside the home than was the case in
A}

4

either the Low and Spindler or the NLS surveys, It seems sensible to
attribute this choice to the presence of more information and subsidies,

which tends to support the notion that licensed family;group care suffers
from lack of publicity. The presence of moré information did not, however,

~ . v
-

|

* . . ‘
Betty Williamson, San Jose, California (private communication), )

.. . : : |
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- Table 14 v .l
N - PERCENT DIS?RIBUTION‘OF DAY-CARE ARRANGEMENTS
FOR THE FIRST THREE CHILDREN OF MOTHERS
IN GOVERNMENT JOB-TRAINING PROGRAMS .
2 d
' K\w;iaining Program '
Day-Care Arrangement in ch Mother Enrolled
- CED yﬁ%A WIN All Programs
V4 \ }
Care for self 8% 4% 3% 4%
School g 15 16 12 13
In home . )
Relative/friend 30 26 25 26
Babysitter - 6 12 15 13
Out of home
Relative/friend 13 | 20 | 17 17
Babysitter . 12~ ,22 15 15
Day care center . 15 1 14 14
Source: Camil Associates, '"Evaluation of Supportive

Services," p. 64.

2

have the effect of raising the proportion of mothers choosing center

care. This figure remained at the familiar 14-15 percent.

Obviously this is far too little information from which to draw

- A
many conclusions, but the suggestive: evidence points to some gene}al%za~

.

' tions, Cost factors do seem to influence the choices that low- 1ncom3

families make, and present patterns of subsidy may, have the effect of,
l
making at-hbme care an expensive, although ‘economically rational schoice
't . f R
for these families. Nevertheless, care at home or in another's home

k3

remaine the overwhelming choice, €ven when considerable additional

information is availablc about optional settings. ( A - .

\)" - % Vo T o “N (3;2'
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‘Interim Conclusjons -

We have not found evidence that the predicted crisis ih day care has
emerged or is likely to emerge in the near future. Nor have we found
evidence of an overall shortage of day-care opportunities. On the
contrary, the antic1pated growth of center- care,use has not materialized.
Faced with the fu11 cost of this form of care, many families have appar-
ently chosen to provide care for children in their own homes. Broadly
speaking, the supply of all forms of day care appears to be expanding in
proportion to present needs, and with the to;al population of children
under six relatively stable now, we do net see evidence‘of massive,
upcoming, unmet demand, Therefere, we do not see a strong case for

raising the overall level of federal support in this area, or for initi-

ating massive new programs,

4

The form and effects of present federal policies on day care mueth
be assessed, however. Clearly the preferred form of day care is that~
provided in the home, preferably in the child's own home, and preferably
by an adult relative. Present federal poiicies,(such as Head Sfart,
AFDC, and the income tax), however, heavily favor center care. This
discrepanéy is apparent in the guideiines for incomeftax deductions,
since payments to relatives are disallowed, and maximum allowable deduc-
tions cannot support competitive salaries %er at-home care by a honrela-
tive unless there are three or.more children in the home. Some ‘

adjustment in these guidelines appears necessary if indeed }ederal

policy is going‘to assist famildes in providing the kind of day care

.they most desire. - . '

Solutions also must be sought for the problem of latchkey children.
Currently, there does not appear to be an appropriate vehic1e for federal

intervention. The problem seems too complex to be solved simply by ~

providing more voluntary day-care programs or by simple adjustments in

»
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7

the income tax allowance. Moreover, making changes in the exis%ing

\cenfér—care programs does not: seem to offer much hope, since latchkey

children are predominantly from middle-class faiilies, not froﬁllow-income

families at whom most present federal programs are aimed. .

/

care centers by low-income and minority families. It costs much more to

provide center care than it does to provide equivalent %are in other

-

forms. Therefore, a firm case must be made in terms of either parent

- " Finally, complex problems must. be solved relative to the use of day- .
™~
benefit or child benefit to justify this disproportionate expenditure

.

of puklic funds. Clearly, low-income and minority families are making
much .greater use of day care than they did several years ago, but their

reasons are not obvious. Present evidence seems iﬁadequate to the task

of disentangling the self-fulfilling demands of massive social interven-
tion programs, such as Head Start, from changes in utilization due to

the effect of market subsidies, or from real parent preferences. Until
appropriate evidence can be provided, initiatives in this area. should be

o !pproached with great caution.

.

Further complicatin the federal stance is the continuing national

- confusion over whether or nct center care does or can provide substantial

‘later benefits to low-ihcome or minority children as a result of early

education. We assess the evidence on this.issué.in Section IV, . -

f
’”~ . < N
. -
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IV EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION - .
The third majoF assertion, which pragmatfcafiy liﬁLs day care and

_education, is that providing better preschool'expe;iences, particularly

in the form of early—chiléhood education‘prog£%ﬁs, is indispensablé to )
‘ensuriﬁg children from low-income f;milies against léter school failure,

If this assertion is true, then tﬁgre is justification for' providing

federal support and subsidies for certain types of programs for preschool ‘ -
children, even if these programs do not reflect parents' preferred choices

of day cafe. That‘is% if sufficient child benefit can be demonstrated, a

caée can be made for federal intervention‘(subsidy and publipity) that .
alters the marketplace in a manner inconsistent with those consumer

choices based presumably on parent benefit (preference) It was on an jﬁ

assumption of child benefit that the federal government instituted large-

stale preschool services during the last decade .

The war on poverty of the mid-1960s raised national concern about
the apparent phenomenbn of children from ﬁinority and low-income faéilies
) who consistently did poorly in school and who appafently entér;d the”
school system on an unequal footing with their upper-income coun%erparts,
At that time there was not (as there is not now) sufficient reliable data
to establish the validity bf,.the causes of, or the cures for this phé-
‘ nomenon, but is 'was assumed %hat'participétion by low-income and minority
children in some form of preschooi program coul& help to bridge the ap-

. pafent_gap. In the absence of any conclusive data, this was not an il-

logical assumption. Whether it remains a sound assumption and a sensible

policy can be judged by studying the results of preschool intervention s,
experiments of the past decade. ' ) . A -
g 51
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Literally dozens of reviews have been written on the effectiveness

of early-childhood intervention, based on hundreds of program and prBject

evaluations,

Two outstanding early reviews were written by the Westing;

house Learning Corporation and by Stearns.

*

More fecently, reviews of the

early—childhood education experience have been written by White et al.,

and by Bronfenbrenner.

These works can _help to order and examine an other-

wise overwhelming masé\of information.

v

v

The appropriate federal response to the issue of early-childhood

education in the late 1970s and 1980s must depend largely on the answers

to two central questions;

\’

v

k4

Do we know of any‘form of treatment or participation for pre-
school children that will improve the long-term cognitive

abilities of impoverished

1 . "
at-risk

children?

If any such de51gn is known, can it be effectively‘general-
ized into a broad public-policy program?

Unless both questions can be answered affirmatively, programs of early-

childhood education offer no more than a very eﬁpensive shot in the dark.

Even if neither of the above questions can be- answered affirmatively,

the federal government might ct111 assume a legitimate role in finanCing

-~

basic ard applied resea{eh,in early childhood education.

a separate decision, however.

imply or justify a general support program or vice versa.

3
1

P

.

.program is based on the question, What do we want to find out?

This should be

‘A research

A general

Eupport program must be based on the quesfion, What do we'already know?

[

Iﬁithis section, we‘organize and assess existing data on the effec—

tiveness of early-childhood programs designed to imprpve children's cog-

nitive abilities and later school performance.

aimed pargicularly at pre%chool children (defined asﬁeges four and five).

L]

/
We first discuss programs

»

. ; ,
We next discuss intervention programs for infants and toddlers (defined

]
as ages zero to

-

<2

three),

g2
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Preschool Programs
N\

5 . Claésifying Preschool Prograﬁé

N LI N
Drawing from the White et al. review, we divide preschool programs
N N i . .

into four models, dépending on the approaches to preschool experijence:

- ¢ . Social Services Models--Projects in this category bbnceptrate
most of their funds and efforts on providing health services’
to the child and his familty, arranging for supplehental ser-
vices, such as crigis intervention, food étamps, family

© . counseling, and job counseling, and instructing parents in
nutritional,-health, and safety p?actices:'. ’ )

¢ Cultural Enrichmcnt Models--Projects in this category concen-
“trate on providing the preschool child with social and cul- :
" tural experiences otherwise beyond his reach, and -on pro-
- viding the preschool as a socializing mechanism to accustom

~ children to the routines ‘and interactions of the .school set-
. ting. Considerable cmphasis may be givem to field trips., The
teaching methods are essentially those of the traditional.

v

= , .nursery school.

-

¢ Cognitive Development Models—-ﬁrojects in this eategory

chiefly rconcern the develo}ment of certain patterns of think-
- | ing. Many projects draw heavily from Piagetian or Montessori -~
- models, or both. The theory is that disadvanxqged children
differ from others in that they develop abstracted thinﬁiné

skills more slowly and less completely, By concentrating
. on the development of these abstréct skills in preschool, it
# is %opeq”that the children will be more co@fortable with and

more cdmpetent in the tasks of later school years, °*

‘a

® Preacademic Models-~Projects in this category differ from ros
those described above in that they are ¢hiefly concerned
with the'acquisition of specific skills (rather than general
‘ways of ﬁhinﬁiﬁg) and the learning of specific content
s, matter. 'Mogt of these projects use highly‘structured, pfo—
grammed instruction, and some make extensive use of positive/
behaviofal reinforcement techniques., The theory, if any,
behind preacademic projects is that disadvantaged children
differ Ifrom other children in having acquired less-subject
" knowledge' (not i having less well-develdped abstract skills).

-

L)

.

. \ In practice, almost all early-childhood education projects combine -
aspects of these categories. "Most commonly, sociﬁl services will be
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combined with one of the three learnipg‘models, but is is not unusual to

find projects in which aspécts of the three learning models are also com-
(4 ~ - v

bined'%n a variety of eclectic patterns. que}theless, most projects lean

e

more heavily on one model than on others, and the categorization we have

"~

described provides a'wéy to examine the effectiveness of different ap-
N k3

proaches, ’ . ’ . .
L DS

.Assessing Effectiveness

»

The reviews cited above reveal the following about each model.

é

Al .

R

Social Services Model "~~~ -

I

3

Children from low-ingome families often need clothing, food,

and health care. When these are provided, Fhe children aré observably
warmer, less hungry, and more healthy .t Of all th? mode'ls, this should
be the most "successful'-when its objectivés are clear, treatment is ob-
vious, and results are easy to see. Social services, hoWevéq, when pro-
vided as 'an adjunct to edycayiénal programs, seem to be distributed on

ad hoc and informal bases, with little or no attention given to either

the short-term or long-term impacts. Thus, we really know very little

about this model except that it is highly valued by program persbnnel

and is assumed to have Jintrinsic worth for impréving the quality of life

-
+

for, children from low-income families. The reviewers in general suppor;‘

this assumption, but point out that a mgre‘sysfémétic assessment of social

%

serv{ces‘is needed for policy purposes.
N ’i‘ . - f

» . f
4 )

, Cultural Enrichment Model” , .

v »
- . -

‘Evaluation of projects following fﬁe cultural enrichment model

[}

/ ' f
is not encouraging. Most Head Start and compensatory kindergarten projects

. )
produced ‘small but insignificant gains on cognitive measures.® Similar

» L | .0
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gains are made by controls after school entry, however. It has been con-

firmed that these gains take place subseqdent to a child's first exposure
¢

to formal schooling, regardless of theg child's aée or the type of program.

It also seems that gains made from general enrichment preschools are
neither greater nor more~enduring than those ﬁade by control gfoups who
enter school later.® At best these projects may help to ease the social
transition from home to school, a transition that is often difficult for ’
-
children from low-income families (as well as for primary grgde teachers) .
However, these projects, which were principally extensions of the tradi-
tional nursery school, seem to have had very little effect on the ;Qs,

skills, and seif—concept of children from low-income families, or on their

subsequént school performance as measured by grades received .4

Cognitive Devélopment Model

Most projects in gﬂis category seem fo have had megligible
- effects on participating children. A few projecfs_that,were highly

structured sometimes resulted in improved 1Q and skills scores for partic-

-

iﬁating children when tested at the time of school entry.s Comparison

’

with control groups, however, raises an interesting-qustion: Did these‘
projects simply speed the attainﬁent of abstract skills without appreciably

}aising the ultimate level of those skills? In the very. best instances,

~

which are few, some vestiges of improved IQ or skills performance remaineq
after a year or two of formal schooling. In most cases, however, the

projects seem to have effected no lasting differences between participat-

. ing and control-group/thildren.

A *

Preacademic Model

From dome perspectives, findings of evaluations of preacademic
&

projects may .seem more encouraginé. Compared with other models\l the

‘e

O ‘ ) 8{ -




preacademic approach seems more likely to produce measurable skill dif-

~ - -
~

ferences between participating and control group children. In the case .

of the best administerig}/mest highly structured, and thoroughly researched

projects (frequently based on the Bereiter;Englemann model or on token

- ’

economy models) several measurable and positive differénces emerge., Par-
ticipating children seem to show somgwﬁat higher IQ scores and greatly
improved subject matter and skills performance scores than control-group
children., (Effects on qoncogniti;e variables differed widely, as might

be expected in a model that does not seek any specific effects in this

domain.) v

-

As regards the long-ferm effects of these projects, Bereiter

himself. notes that an additional year of participatiqn (kindergarten plus
first grade) is ndt of substantiafly greater value tHan a single year of
participatibn (first grade only). Thus, he confronts the phenomenon of
IQ and gchievepent test scores that converge by the end of the treatmeny
period;: It would appear that gither long-term participants fall behind

or short-term, older participants "catch up" more quickly.®

" The preacademic models are clearly.the most measurably effective
of present preschool prqjectsa but it is difficult to ignore the strong

suggestion that, even with this model, exposure during the earliést period

(age four) seems less impoytant, than exposure‘during‘the later periods.
- N 3 . . ~

Conclusions .

“ ~
. ~

The effectiveness of the four models of preschool projects is repre-

~

sented and summarized in Figure 3. None of the four models appears to =

- ©
have significant negative effects on participating children. Projects

~

that concentrate on social services appear to have moderate positiv
benefits on children's health, nutritiod,” and quality of life. When &N\ ~
\J

Eulggfél\enrichmgnt model is used, no negative effects are evident,
.\ - .

neither are %ny positive effects (either cognitive or noncognitive),

~ -
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MODELS

EFFECTS

NEUTRAL

MODERATE,
TEMPORARY

HIGH,
TEMPORARY

POSITIVE,
LONG TERM

‘SOCIAL SERVICES
CULTURAL ENRICHMENT
COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT

PREACADEMIC

FIGURE 3 EFFECTS OF PRESCHOOL MO

Cognitiye development models are similarly undistinguished, though
a few have demonstrated moderately hiéh tempqrary cognitive effects. Thg
degree of positive effects seems to.depend largely on the degree of program
structure. The preacademic orientation seems to be the most successful
approach according to currenfly available cognitive measures. Most pre-.

academic models produce moderate measurable-skills improvement in partici-

skills gains for participants.

. port any demonstration of lasting change in the cognitive skills or quality

inescapable.

of life.for panticipating children, however,

LS BY TYPE OF MODEL

pating children, and a few of these projects have shown truly impressive

None of the reviews has been able to re-

$) N
By now, several conclusions about preschool educational programs are

The first conclusion is that highly structured teaching projects

have greater short-term educational payoffs than do more generalized proj-

ects. This finding has been voiced by every major reviewer,

The more a program is well-formulated, well-organized, and
] focused on intellectual attainment and language skills, the
. greater are the changes in children!s intelligence test per-

.~ formance.’

- ~
'




. The most effective projects (in terms of the measurable goals ’
A . of preschools on child performance) ‘are the most structured,
) Included in this meaning of structure are operational state-
ments of objectives and the best means to accomplish them; con-
sistent implementation of the strategies most useful in ob-
taining the objectives; and perhaps as well, staff planning
and commitment which serve as a base for striving toward de- N
.-fined objectives.® ‘

With respect to the differential impact of various curricula
there can be little doubt that more structured programs are
more effective for disadvantaged children at the preschool
and primary level.®

A second conclusion is that such curricula are more effective when
implemented in small, we}l-designed, experimental research conditions than ,

they are when generalized to broad supbort programs, White et al. write

- -

that "small, well-designed experimental programs generally produce larger

l0

gains than d¢ large-scale public programs." With this in mind we must

treat with considerable skepticism any suggestion that effective curriculum

or project design be made the basis of a broad support program.

A third conclusion, which undersceres the importance of such skep-

——

ticism, is that even from the very best preschool projects, short-term
benefits are not retained significantly beyond the treatment or partici-

pation period. .
Preschool attendance--even -in centers with the most sophisti-
cated knowledge, personnel, and planning--does not make a
difference in either achievement or measured intelligence in
3 disadvantaged children by the end of the primary grades.11

The effects of Mmost preschool projects on IQ scores do-not
persist beyond the second or third grade .... This "washout"
suggests. that preschool projects do not exert a permanent
impact on intellectual level.?

By and large, the experimental groups do not continue to make
gains when intervention is continued beyond one year, and-
even more regrettably, the increases achieved on the jnitial
phase, even the largest ones, tend to 'wash out.' In general,
one'year after intervention is terminated, the IQ of "graduates"
begins to drop.l3 ) E\\

\
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In 1975 it {s simply impossible to ignore the overwhelming evidence:
ye'know of nothing that can be done in an organized preschool to immunize
children against‘subsequent, often severe, difficulties in el~mentary and
secondary school. N

r

*
Infant and Toddler Programs

A common reaction to the uniformly disappointing results of preschool
AN
intervention programs is to suggegt thet we must begin intervention efforts

earlier in the child's life to effect any significant difference.

Before committing the nation to a broad and expensive.public policy
based on this premise, however, it would seem wise to examine the form "
and effectiveness of the many existing educational intervention programs
for infants and todd1ers from low-income families. The educational theory
behind these programs is that some intervention, stimulation, or enrich-
ment of the child's 1ife during the infant and toddler years will result
in improved school performance at a later date. Since such future bene-
fits are almost impossible to measure, proxies are ordinarily used, such

as measurements of IQ, social-adjustment scales, or assessments of motor

or mental skills appropriate to this age éroup.

Classifying Infant and Toddler Programs

For the purposes of this .discussion, we can disregard two o; the most

widely used infant and toddler programs {home care and family-group care).,

. since these situations generally lack specific intention to provide "en-

richment” or special cognitive development programs. Ih general, three

*Infant and toddler edug¢ational intervention programs are sometimes quite
difficult to distinguish from day-care programs. The main difference is
a conceptual one; infant and toddler programs are said to . be "child- -
oriented " that is, they are supposed to be justified*by direct benefits

to the child rather than by the more traditional benefits to the parents.

59
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types of programs do have educational goals: develbpﬁental day-cére
centers, intensive intervention centers, and family-training intervention

‘ o projects . . a

* Developmental Day-Care Centers--These centers provide group

‘ care for children in a center that is not a private home.
Professional or paraprofessional staffing is used; special
facilities, toys, and nutritional supplements are provided,
and day-to-day operations show broad concern for supporting
and encouraglng important aspects of child development.

‘ Such centers are usually sponsored by a community action

group, ~.church, or charitable organization.

* Intensive Intervention Cenfers--These centers are research
- projects with preselection of children_,and unusually stagle
participant populations, highly trained professional staffs,
\\\‘\~\\ and very high staff/pupil ratios. Children are often in
- these centers for as many as 10 hours a day, from the time
they are a few months old until they enter school. They
. engage in highly structured, individual learning activit{es;
according to a preplanned schedule and an idtegrated“plan
for cognitive development during the first several years
- of life. Progress of children is continually observed and
periodically tested and diagnosed.

o
-

¢ Parent-Training Intervention Projects--In’these projects,
trained professional or paraprofessional staff work with
children and parents in their own homes. During home visits
thé staff member works directly with the focal child, using
cognitive stimulation exercises, and providing toys, games,
and other materials. The staff member also works directly
with the mothey, instructing her in the use of special
‘materials and jn the importance and techniques of positive
reinforcement and elaborative verbal patterns. Some pro-
~ grams concentrate specdfically on making the mother the
principal teacher of the child. Health, vocational, and
personal counseling services are frequently provided to all
family members. Mothers and children may also attend centers
once or twice a week. L JE ,

]

- Assessing Effects

The problems of evaluation of infant and toddler programs are enor-

mously complicated. These programs could be evaluated on the basis of

‘)
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development, and cognitive development., Little useful evaluative infor-

, : 2 -

T a wide variety of criteria, such as thgir-effects on health, emotional
mation on ahy of these criteria is available, however. Cértain health

"efﬁebts can be .recorded and evaiuated, ght\they almost never are.lf l
Measures of socioemotional development afe frequently kept, but there is -
severe disagreement over their value. -More so than in any other evalua-
tion area, socioemotional development scales aré highly dependent on
specific ideologiesy and their usefulness to someone of different ideologi-
cal persdasion is very Ifmifed. A number of instruments exist for assess- {
ing the cognitive develépment of very ybung children, Again, there isA ‘
some disagreement on the underlying philosophy of certain measurements. ~¥ J
A more severe difficulty is that most measures of cognitive development ‘
in infants and toddlers have very léw predictive reliability, yet'these i

. ’ are the measures that projects are most likely to collect and record.

The fol}owing summaries of eQaluation data are addressed primarily
to the issue of whether projects make measurable contributions to cogni-

tive development or to subsé@uenf school performance, or to both.

‘Developmental Day-Care Centers

. Generally, reyiewers feel that while participation in develop-

mental day-care centers by infants and toddlers does not prove detrimental
to children, neither does it enhance long-term development. White et al.

write of such centers:
We found no reports of measufablé harm .... The'conclusion,
then, is that the vast majority of day-care programs imple-
mented within-the }fmits of the federal and state regula-
tions appear to be neutral in their effects on human de- . w} -
velopment, insofar as they can be evaluated by existing
techniques .15

Bronfenbrenner's review comes to essentially the same conclu-

sion, but is more sharply focused for policy purposas. Bronfenbrenner

61
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"~ ages or if childreh had continued in the program for more yeér

might have been positive. However, he concludes (p.18):

‘/ '

Neither longer nor earlier exposure .to group intervention
produces greater effects . }®

White arrives at the same position:

Although there has been a general belief that the success
of preschool projects would be increased if the age of in-
tervention were lowered, there is currently little concrete
support for this belief.!”

. The centers studied in these reviews varied-greatly in their
costs, sefvices, and philosophies, and in the dayfto-day experiences of
the children. They ran the gamut from untrained to highly trained st

X \
and from units of 6 to.200 children. Despite these differences, we must
stress that the centers are relatively undifferentiated by any available

measurements of positive or negative effects.

Intensive Intervention Centers

Although intensive intervention centers usually keep impressive

"evaluation records, too frequently they do not do longitudinal studies of

~

participating chilgren once treatment has stopped. Some generaliéations
seem possible, however. White et al. see some intensive, high-cost'models
as exceptioqf to the generalized failure of preschooi projects to eff;ct
measurablg differences. Surely the most outstanding of\{hese is the
Milwaukee prog?ct for children of mentally retarded mothers. Although
both pa!tic1p§nt and control children were equally "at risk”, the mean IQ
of the participant group was found to be 23 points’over the control group,
and this IQ difference seems to have been maintgined through entrance to
school.!® The project also provided educational and vocational services

to the mothers of participating children, but, this feature of the program
N+ . .

was less stressed. .
62 >
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The clear-cut features of the ﬁilwaukee project help to bring
é number of pokitical and educational issues int? shltarper fécus. First,
, although the Milwaukee project has not released exact cost figures, a
reasonable estimate places the per pupil costs at $6,000 to $10,000 pé}
year. This means a total cost of between $36,000 and $60,000 per chilé\;;\’_\v/
before school ent};. This is more money than the remaining 12 years of
elementary and secondary formal education will cost. The feasibility
of instituting such projects on any wide basis is severely hampered by
these 765t factors, as well as by the unavailabilit§ of appropriately
traineq‘personnel, and it does not appear that provihing some portion of

these services (at a reduced cost) results in the same proportion of bene- '

fits to children.

* Second, it is imperative to recognize tﬁat the participating
children were in the intensive intervention center during most of ;heir
waKing hopr; from the age of four months to six years. The social wisdom
of such procedures must be carefully considered. In cases of such inten-
sive care, the socialization of the child has been almost completely re-
moved from the ;hild's family and placed in the hands of individuals from

a very different social and professional class. The implications of such

a situation are obviously broad but little understood.

‘ A third issue-raised by the Milwaukeé experience is whether or
ot such tensive treatment is necessary., Child?en in the 60n¥r01 (non-
barticipant) group, of the same’ ages and from similar family backgrounds
(i.e.,’qhildren of smentally retarded mothers), tested Qt a mean IQ of
between 92 and 95. This is well within the,''normal range and suggests
that peyhaps the target population was far less "at risk' than was sdb—
posed.’ If this is fhdpedkthe cas;, on what basis do we justify'spend}ng‘

° v huge amounts to raise IQ scores to 1277 g ' N .

l"!"'
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A fourth issue of potentially great import is that raising IQs
3
may not produce lasting changes in achievement patterns. This issue is

discussed in the following section.

. .
.
f/* : :
.

Parent-Training Intervention®Projects

Many of the parent-training programs (both research and support)
have produced impressive evaluations., Those research models with the best
controls report substantial IQ gains (as much as 20 points), and a portioﬁ
of these gains sometimes appears to have been retained through school
entry. Secondary bénefits are also claimed in improved fémily health,
parent employment, and §ibling school performance. A prPcipal asset
appears to be that such projects cause some lasting improvement in the
family itself, in 'the home environment of the child, and in %he family's

general attitudes towayd education.
. ) -
The most detailed review of parent-training programs is Bron-
fenbrenner's study of three highly controlled research modeis for which

< AN
longitudinal data were kept. He concludes from his analyses that programs

of parent training can be an effective means of raising IQ_scores of im-
poverished children, provided that the following two conditions are met:
e Such intervention training must be instituted during

the very early years (birth to two).

* The project must concentrate specifically on improving
the cognitive and emotional quality of the parent-
child (usually mother-child) interaction.

.He points out, however, that parent-traiﬁing intervention programs for

preschool age children (age four to five) are substantially less effective

-
than those for very young children.

| Projects that attempt to combine parent trdining with a profes-

| sionally staffed preschool are not as effective as those that concentrate

o only on parent training. The ‘presence and role of the professional teacher

; appear to undermine the effectiveness of the parent training.

| * .
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.
Federal programs that have adopted some form of the parent-

training model @Isé have reported favorable results. Home Start, Parent-
Child Centers, and Parent-Child Development Centers have all reported

moderate to high cognitive gains, although these programs are apparentiy

o

less effective than the controlled research projects discussed above.
. -y
The usual difficulties of overgeneralized and rather vague evaluations

3
also exist for these programs.

' ©

The translation of research models to broad public programs has
apparently reduced the effectiveness of the model, although perhaps not

critically.

ot

Two notes of caution must be raised. First; we must question
R whether parent-training programs can ever be successfullj implemented on

a large scale. The results of the research models appear to be fragile;

apparently even small changes drastically reduce resultant IQ gaiﬁs.19
This must cause us to be highly skeptical of the ability of parent-training
_ models to survive the rigors of broad implementation and "community ad-
s «
aptation" that chafacterize federal support programs,

Second, we must question whether "basic iqtglligence" i the
ﬁndeflying issue in compensatsry education, Bronfeﬁgrénner,-in conne?fion
with a particularly effe;tive parent-training model, noted that subjects
in this stgd} had demonstrated substantial IQ'gains, Nevertheless, Bron-
fenbrenner pointed~to: |

the failure of- achievement test results to parallel.

the substantial differences in IQ [which] were still

. evident for .., subjects when they entered first grade .2°

At present we can oniy speculate; but there are increasing indicatidns

that basic intelligence is not the single uqéerlying issue in compensatory

v

educatibn. The failure of practically every coméensatory education project

~

t6 sustain achievement gains for disadvantaged children after active

"treatment' has been stopped suggests that each year the advantaged child

4
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learns specific subject matter {from his nonschool environment which the
disadvantaged child does not. This additional learniﬁg is reflected di-

rectly in differential school achievement. Indeed, a content knowledge

differential incurred each year would go far toward explaining why IQ

gains alone do not ensure improved school performance.

. Conclusions .

~

To synthesize 'wRat is known about various infant and toddler projects
into some helpful policy framework, it may be worthwhile to maké some

gross comparison of costs and effects, as in Figure 4.

CcosT. ’ IMMEDIATE EFFECTS 0-3 YéARS oLD

HIGH INTENSIVE CENTER
$6000 AND UP ] '

HIGH

MOST CENTER CARE

‘ $1200 TO $2300 . \
MEDIUM PARENT TRAINING i

$1500 TO $2100 MEDIUM
PARENT—NO TRAINING
ﬂ IN . HOME
. LOW ANOTHER _ ) ‘ : NEUTRAL

$600 TO $1300

FIGURé 4 INFANT AND TODDLER PROJECTS BY COSTS AND EFFECTS

Two settings are generally low in cost: care in another's home and
care in the child's own home. That they are felt to 'show neutral effects
. is in keeﬁing with the conclusion of White et al. that Tdéy care meeting

some cgrefully considereq‘standard of basic adequacy, will not be detri-

mental to children's development.gener‘ally.”21

These two settings seem
‘ to provide adequate, unharmful day care for young children at minimal

cost, but do not seem to have any beneficial effects either.

Q ., * -
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The third optign, pa;ent training, is medium cost and éeems to re-
sult in some moderate cognit{ve benefits for childreniand perhaps some
moderate_ personal benefi%s for the family. The next option, genter care,
is high-cost but appears to pabe énly ?eutral effects on pgrticipétiné
childrenh(i.e., they provide some wvery short-rhn cognitive benefits fhat
seem to wash out upon school entry). Finally, intensive center‘caré of

the "Milwaukee project. type is extremely high in cost, but also ret¥rns

Y

fairly high cognitive benefits, at least in terms of IQ gains retainéd

beyond school entry. ' «~ . ( -

-
S

‘AIL five infant and toddler settings apparently share one character-

L3

istic--none seems able to ensure that the child from an impoverished,
1 14
|

¢

Jninority family will achieve greater sucFess during his formal school

years. ' .

Summary

v

Early childhood education programs have received.more attention and
more detailed evaluatiop-than_almost any other federal social program,

although the hundreds 6} thousands of separate project and program evalua-

“tions are not of uniformly high quality. This area may be unique, however,

for the high quality of analytical attention that has been given to these-

evaluations. Four of the most comprehénsive of these analyses have been

used as the bases of our study of the child benefits to be derived from

..preééhool and infant educational interventions., These four analyses are

remarkably consistent among themselves and over time, a feature that .

increases our confidence in the following summary statements:

° .Préschool'educatiOnal projects, that are not built around
coherent and structured sequences-.of learning activities
have little or no independent effect on the cognitive
abilities or subsequent school progress of participating
children. '° o .

-
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Preschool projects that implement a thordughly planned
sequence of learning activities--especially those we have
discussed as preacademic--may have a moderate to high
1ndependent cffect on the short-tern cognitive abilities or
applied skills, or Both, of participating children,

>

No form of preschool éducational participation'has shown
lasting improvement in the long-term learning abilities or

" skills of participating children independent of special

attention giveq)after school entrance,

Long-term (i .e,, several years) participation-'in intensive
intervention center research prOJects has raised the IQs of
part1c1pat1ng children s1gn1f1cant1y. Such projects are
enormously expens1ve, however, and raise serious socio-
logical issues,

-

Earlier or longer participation in educational inter-
vention projects does not effect greatef benefits, nor
does it produce more lasting cogﬁitive improvements for
participants.‘. ‘ R

Parent-training intervention projects for. the families of
disadvantaged infants and toddlers seém to produce a marginal

improvement in the immediate quality of life for partici- .

pants. Some such pqﬁJects also produce short-term cog-

nitive ‘gains. Lasting, independent, cognitive changes
for participating children have not beén adequately demon-
strated . *

Even wéll-structured and effective projects lose much of
the their efficacy when -generalized into large-scale
programs to be implemented®at secondary sites,
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V  SUMMARY AND POLICY CONCLUSIONS '

[y
.

Reviewing the Assumptions

Q

Since‘the %id-lQGOS, the federal government ﬁas made substantial aqd
iﬁcreasing,investments in the area of preschool services. I; addition,
recent initiatives (such as H.R. 1 of 1972,* H.R. 15882 of 1974, S. 626
H.R. 2966 of '1975,T and P.L. 93644%) have proposed major increases in the
level of federal invalvement. The form of services that has benefited most
from fedéral involvement is center care for\children under age six, anq
mogt of the recen£ proposals similarly favor the development of profes-

sionally run center projects over the expansion of‘other forms of day-

care service, such as at-home care or family-group care. I

. . —
The wisdom of increased federal support for preschool services in

general and center facilities in particular assumes the validity of a

. ' ) » ’
small number of basic assumptions,/ Our task in this study was to review
existing evidence“regafaing the validity of EEﬁ three central assump-

tions listed below. ;Egﬂh statement is followed by our conclusions.
L} V

The first assgmption under examination holds that there is an overall
shortage of day.cdre for preschool children and a shortage of preferred
forms of service/ (espBcially center care) that will not be corrected

throu market mechanisms. Our review led us to the following

A .
conq&uéions: -
Ny oL L \
N - = D

“

oo "

* L ’ .
H.R. 1 dealt with-day-care deductions and wg}fare eligibility.

Tehild and Family Services Bill.

¥
Head Start-Follow Thrdﬁgh Act, ~

¢




(1) The current national supply of day tare for preschodl
children is approximately adequate to current demand,
although disparities may exist at the local level and the .
delivery system may operate pdorly.

. ~ (2) Most families in ?ll'income groups- choose to have preschool
N children cared for in their own homes, by relatives or

friends, or in family group care provided by relatives |
or neighbors.

. . {
(3) Both new entrants to and long-term participants in the
job market appear to be able to provide adequate care
for preschool children, '

(4) Contrary to expectations, the supply of at-home care has
expanded in response to the needs of an expanding women’s .
labor force. i ’

p)

(5) No significant ecqnomic'barrieré to market entry exist
except those imposed by effective demand. Local. regu- .
lations, lack of information, and conflict among fund-
ing agencies may hamper local market adjustment,
however.

(6) The éxisting market in custodial services for preschool
' children appears able to meet effective demand during the
next decade without substantial federal interyention.

(7) The biggest problem for individual families may be the
considerable time and effort involved in locating care,
rathgr {han the availability, cost or quality of the care.

v
|

The séappa assumption under examination holds tha the present day- ‘

care market is inequitable\for low-Tncome:familfés, who cannot exert
their preferences because of the tost and limited supply of certain

j types of care (especially center care). Our review led us to the

forlowing,conclusions: !

-~ -~

R ¢ Mosg_low=1ncome and/or minority families make<approxi-
~ mitely the same choices about day care as do middle and
. upper-income families. They choose to have preschool
children cared for in their own home by friends or i
relatives, or in conveniently located family group-care

situations provided by relatives or neighbors.

- (9) The supply of at-home care has expanded in response to an
expanding woman's labor force among Jlow-income families.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic . LY




. (10)

a1

(12)

‘(13)

(14)
(15)

(16)

a7

The third asstmption under efamination holdg\?ha
preschool experiencee, particularly in the form of.
cation programs, is indispensable to eﬁsuring children
families against later school failure. Our study

and reviews of such programs led us to the followi

+

The increased utilization of at-home care may actually

represent a comparatively expensive choice for low-

income parents because of the loss of income af the

family member who provides unpaid child care. ‘Rhe

continued choice of this option may imply that fat-home

care is a much desired choice for these families. ’

~ - -

Because of the size and form of cuxrent federal—subsidies, .
thé market structure for child services may create far -

more compelligg ncentives for low-income families to use

center care an for middlé-income familiée to use center

care. This may be a principal reason why use of center

care by low-income families/ii/hig53: than use by high-
income families.

About 15 to 20 percent of low-income families now use or
would like jto.use center care. There is some evidence to
suggest that this percentage would _not be substantially in- “
creased by providing additional informatien or assistance

in locating available center care.

The existing national supply of center care appears adequate
to meet current demand by low-income fam111es, although
there may be local disparities.

iné better

-

ldhood edu-

om low=incomé

.

existing-evaluations

conclusions:

Most preschool education projects have_l ttle or no in-
dependent effedt on the cognitive abiliyfy or the subse-
quent ‘school progress of participa{ing children.

Some highly structured preschool education projects have
had a beneficial short-term effect on the skills or
abilities, or both, of disadvantaged preschool children.

Some parent-training intervention projects have hed a
beneficial short-term effect on the abilities of infants
and toddlers and on the immediate qﬁality of their lives.

Even projects that have demonstrated high short-term ef-~
fects are unreligble wpen generalized into models for
broad-scale programs.

] * ’

.




ERIC’

R A v ext Provided by ERC
.

Adjus%ments -

[t IS

{18) No known, \Qrgadly implemeﬁ%ed treatment or preschool ex-
perience can ensure children from low-income families
against later school failure or -have any lasting effect
on cognitive abilities or skills of these children, in--
dependent of later interventions, . ”

=

To summarize our findings! We find no evidence of a current or' im-

pending overall shortage of preschool services, particularly of center.

care; low-income families do not appear to suffer inequities 1n the costs

or distribution of care in general and center care in particular; and we

find no evidence of long-term child benefits that would justify'a large,
immediate increase in federal expenditures for custodial or educational
services for preschool children. On the basis of current evidence, the ‘

following policy conclusion appears to be justified:

Conclusion 1: Present proposals for massive increases in the
present system of federal support and incentives for day-care
centeéns do not reflect‘any clear and present national need.

.
~=

Wé do not intend to imply that the current system of day-care ser-
viégé for children is entirel& satisfactory. Indeed, there are obviously
a number of problems 1in this system, some of which may be quite serious.
For example, the most pressing problem for 1n3§§1dua1 families may be the
lack of thorough and realistic information at the 1local 1evei about both
formal and informal facilities. This and other problems are unlikely to
be solved, however, by simply raising the level of national gxpendltures

while retaining the present strthure of support and incentives.

’

4

f

Our examination of the evidence leaves us with the impression 'that
thé current set of federal subsidies for preschool services creates a

{ < . _
hodgepodge of incentives that vary by income level and type of care .

>

utilized, and are not obviously in the public‘interest‘as measured‘by

-
either parental désires or child benefits. -

72 -
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Conclusion 2: Adjustments should be made in the present system
of federal subsidies and incentives for preschool services so
that the resultant system would be more able to:. N
* Provide the same profile of incentives for families of
all income levels,

Respond to individual family choie¢ in the style and set-

ting o; day-care services,
h »

Reflect a realistic assessment of the value of currently
demonstrated child benefits from breschool experiences.

In support of this task, the following studies seem necessafy.

Present Federal Impact--Tﬁe actual scope of present federal impact
. .
on the supply and distribution of preschool services is only vaguely
. :

understood. Most accountings consider only ‘'major programs within HEW,

which clearly understate the federal presence and distort subsequent policy
B . *

analysis, Estimating the dollar impact of the multitude of supports

available through other federal -agencies will be a difficult but impor-

“tant task.

It is equally important to assess how these supports and subsidies
affect the market structure for preschool services. Such an assessmgnt
should consider not only”the total investment level, but_also.fac;ors
sucﬁ as the tone of'enabling leg}slatioﬁ'énd the style of agency adminis-
tration. Our sense is that a thorough study‘of this type would reveal
that federal support is larger and more pervasive than is generally

recognized and that federal policies give more support to center-tybe

services than to other forms.

- lﬁtchke§'Ch11dren--In Section II we briefly discussed the p;oblem

of a small but_growing percentage of preschogl latchkey children. Ob-
N N . o ) -
viousiy some changes should be made to proyide adequate care for these

children. Just as obviously, howgver, oug'data show that’/this problem
- = - : -
. . »
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will not ?? solved simply by increasing the total supply of available

-~

care fnstead, some change is needed in the incentive system for fam . Y

ilies, i1ncluding perhaps the civil and criminal statutes bearing on child

-~

care. An appropriate adjustment will need to be based on a study of why

A
and where' there are latchkey children and will need to be embodied in a .
legislative program that is targeted with unusual accuracy. ~

.

Research

~

|
|
|
{
Market Structure--Making sensible adjustments in the present system
of preschool‘services will require a more detailed understanding of the

effective marketiStructure of day-care supply and deménd. Most current

estimates of supply account only for licensed facilities and do not at- -

v

tempt to estimate either the present or the potential supply of at-home
' care, Or care that is bartered, or the "underground" market in family-

group care. This is a serious oversight in view of the very large pro-

~

1 portion of day care delivered in these ways. "Most estimates of demand are
. [}
based on inaccurate projections of the women's labor force and naive in-

terpretatiéns of sufvey data, or fail to account for important economic

or demographic patterns,

A study of market structure should also include an examination of

the extent to which families of different income levels face different
' ?

~ markets for the same services. Beyond this, it should detail the dif-
fgrential effeczs of subsidies by income group, note whether subsidies
" are available for at-home care or family-group care, and assess the effect.

. Wl .
o of the exclusion of payments to relatives under most federal prggrams.

. . " . [VRR I * . .
The present methodological approach to estimating demand for day care
has had two significant weaknesses that have severely hampered this and
3 all othei‘zttempts“to cbnsider'sensible'policy alternatives. The first

3 . weakness is that studies generally consider only a single point on a
- . ]

. ~

I
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demand curve, i.e., demand is estimated by assuming specific income and

price level. To estimate demand more effectively, it is necessary to

consider the response of individuals to alternative price schedules. An
analysis of the determfnants of demand for day caie should apply the
technology of econometrics to a carefully constructed behavioral model

of demand for day-care services. The second weakness is that studies of

"preference” and "satisfaction” have made no attempt to focus on the
specific attributes of a particular type of care that make it the pre-
ferred type of care. Until this level of analysis is performed, it._
will be extremely difficult to design attractive, cost-effective, and

distinct options for day-care buyers, ~

~

" Conclusion 3: Specific, limited studies of the mechanics of
family choice of day care options cqQuld be very useful to the
policy process if undertaken immediately, completed promptly,
and focused on the issues discussed above,

Educational Demonstrations

sWhen a federai program receives cbnsistently neutral or negative
reviews, the standard response is to cal}/IGerenewed study and evalua-
tion and the development of new experimen;g} pproaches. This response
implies that, by finding just the right model, the hopes fo} the prpgram
can still be justified, and ¥Tf denies the importance of previous findings.
However, early-childhood education has been searching for nearly ten years
for a new approach that can immunize children from low-income families

for life, .

Although the evidence suggests that there is little to be gained in

the short run from expanded research budgets, thi§ does not necessarily

bl

" mean that the present level of research expenditures should be decreased.

Instead, some refocusing of effort and expenditure is necessary.
RS s ol ;
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Conclusion 4: Continued heavy emphasis on the development of

new early-childhood education models seems unwise, Over the

next two to five years it is most unlikely that any model of ~ T
early childhood education will be developed that will be sub-
stantially more effective than those developed to date.

~

What we do not need isg a broad increase in research models or yet
another evaluation review, After ten years we do know that the best early-
childhood educational interventions will buy us:

* A modest improvement in 3ﬁe immediate quality of life for
partlc1pants .

~

-

* A short-term improvement in cognitive abilities and skills
for participating children,

+

. What we need to do is decide whether ‘early childhood education, as.
it is now ,and 'in comparison with other social or educational initia-
tives, is worth the cost and effort, If it is, then the next step\is
to learn how to make the best use of those existing models that have
demonstrated some success at meeting~the'objectives above, .Therefore we
draw the following conclusion. : R

Conélusion 5: Some existing early-childhood edu;f41on projects

do appear to proVide desirable secondary benefitg to children

and their parents, but these projects have been/h1ff1cu1t to .
replicate, Some redirection of research funds is warranted

to resolve the problems of replicating the best existing model's

of early childhood services in secondary sites,

We are not persuaded that even the best local projects or research’

models can have long-term effects on learning patterns in the absence of

Ry *
substantial special attention later on, To the extent that short-term

~

effects are recognized as %ﬁppfaﬁd are considered to be worth their high

costs, however, methods must be devéloped for making the most of ''suc-

cessful” projects by implementing them in secondary sites,

x .
It is "also not clear that earlyrintervent1on is necessary if %his cruc1a1

later. attention is adequately supplied. . >
. .
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The lack of successful model implementation has hampered the effec-

tiveness of ESEA Title 1 and other large-scale federal programs. This

problem is being dealt with in demonstration projects such as Follow
Through and PIPs (Project Information Packages). This type af controlled

and evaluated demonstration project seems much more likely to produce

~

healthy, workable instances of early ghildhood education than could be

obtained simply through the broader disgemination of information about

. «'exemplary’ projects or through undifferentiated budget increases.




Appendix A
IS- THERE MUCH DEMAND FOR FEDERALLY FINANCED
DAY CARE CENTERS?* :

by Vivian Lewis .

There is no doubt that some children need day_care, and that the

Federal Government in some cases is the best agency in our’ society to

provide the funds. The common argument for the expansion of Federal day

care programs is that there are over 5.6 million children under 6 with
'morking mothers and less than 700,000 licensed day care slots to serve .

them.! It frequently is argued, furthermore, that depxined children, ‘ “

. migfants, members of racial and linguistic minorities, and so on, ;ould .

be better off in Government day care centers than in their own homes. 7(
There are some 3'million.children under 6 in these categories. Another

1.8 million pre-school children are in families on welfare (Aid to fami-

lies with Dependent Children, or'AFDC), Naturally, there is great over-

lap among these categories, bnt one is left with the imfressinn that many )

|

°

millions of children are in need of day care.

This reasoning fails to distinguish among children by age and\by
duration of need for care. Grods population statistics cannot be used .
\\b define a programmatic neel. Children of different ages in varying

. family circumstances cannot be lumped into a single dax'case basket.’

. . “ N .

NN

-
.
- .

*V. Lewis, "Day Care: Needs, Costs, Benefits, Alternatives," in Studies
in Public Welfare, Paper No. 7, prepared for the Subcommittee on Fiscal
Policy of the Joint Ecoromic Committee, U.S. Congress (U.S. Government

- Printing Office, July 2, 1973) -
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A search for indicators of the real demand for day care leads to

the consideration of interview responses given by nonworking mothers.

fhe most frequently quoted of these studies, the”i970 Day Care Survey®
"is also most frequently misquoted: the responses of a national sample

of nonworking mothers whose family income was under $8,000 showed not
that 18 percent of them reported day care problems, but that day care
problems were lB'éercent of the total reasons given for not wo;kihg.
Since multiple responses and nonresponses were allowed, it is unforthnate

that this misreading of the results is so widespread.

- -

In fact only 13 percent of the Westinghouse respondents (10 percent

[

of the total sample) cited proﬁlemé in fipding satisfactory or affordable

day- care.
) ;

The published reports of the Westinghouse study included no results

from the question asked of nonworking parents in the household survey:

"1f satisfactory day care that’yoﬁ could afford was available, do you

think you would look for wérk?'"® It can be presumed that response data -
y

<

were considered unusable for some good reasons sdggested by our énalysié
of the responses.® We learned that 38.7 percent of the mothers not now
working indicated that they would look for work if satisfactory day care
theylcould afford was available. However, mothers‘ﬁho had indicated on
earlier questions that they had day ca;e problems were only slighély more
likely to plan to seek woFk tban mothers who had indicated that they wgie
not working on pfeference{)gr.‘ounds.5 of the respondents who said they
would seek wqu’if satisfaétbry, affordable day care were aVa}lablé, 22

percent had ciEeg day care, problems in response to earlier questions, and

18 percent had indicated they”they were nat working on pre;ference~ground‘s.6

i

‘Similarly peculiar results arise in the analysis of responses’of

women who said they are planning to seek work within the next year. This

Subgroup (compared to women already seeking work and those not ‘planning

N .
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to seek work) was most- enthusiastic about seeking work if affordable,
. satisfactory day care were available. However, that is not too surprising,

* considering that they already had indicated that they wanted to seek work.
This group was far more concerned Withlfinding satisfactory day care than

’

. with finding affordable day care. . . .

- . . /

Explaining these results, it can be argued that the subset of non- .
working mothers with day care problems and the subset of mothers who prefer

not to work in fact overlap more than the published Survey results indi-
cate. Similarly, the subset of mothers planning to seek work within the
) ¢

next year and the subset of mothers who would seek work if day care werez -

[

available also overlap. In the first case, day care problems may be a

rationalization for preference reasons for not working which are perceived

by respondents as not socially acceptable. Secondly, women who are not
working or planning to work may have dec1ded to remain at home because

of day care problems or their perceptlon of possible daz care problems
which thay . perceive of as preferences for remaining at home. When offered
a hypothetical solution‘to their day care problems, their preference for

remaining at home turns out to be weak in 'many cases. s

-~

Women planning to go to work during the next year were doing so de-
spite their perceptions of day care problems, which more often involved -«
jlack'of s;tisfactory rather than affordable care,-although these two re-
Véponse groups may overlap. Whether they already have made tentative day
care ﬁLans,v or they are confident (or overconfident) that they can solve
their ddy care problems ie unknown. On the other hand, providing'day care
they can afford but which may not be wholii\;;EXEEactory may cause these
women to plan to seek wori. Or these women may have selected themselves
to go to work because they can afford more money for d;y care, or because
they are less-troubleg by éheaper forms of day care, or because they are
less concerned wirh fﬁeirhchildren, or bored with child-rearing, or con-

»

vinced that they are inadequate child-rearers.®
’ L]

] 83 .

94

? .




¢

¥ In two other recent studies, families potentially eligible for as-
sistance under welfare reform proposals were surveyed as to their d?y care
‘ ¢ "needs. One study surveyed families in Vermont potentially eligible or
_nearly eligible for the family assistance plan (FAP as embodied in

H.R. 16311, 918t Congress). Thirteen percent of the eatire low income

Ipopulation of mothers who were unemployed or working in the home said they

would seek work if day care were made available.9

Ané%ﬁer survey, the first in a longitudinal seriee, was carried out

for a nationgl sample of potentlal recipients of beneflts under the first

FAP proposal, which for our purposes corresponds quite closely to eligi-
bility for FAP as proposed in H.R.'l. The survey of "poor" (that is, FAP-

eligible), unempioyed, nonmarried mothers (single, widowed, divorced or
separated) revealed that 64 percent of the black women and 68 percent of
the white women would need "child care arrangments to 80 to work." At
the same time, 81 percent of the black women and 88" petcent of Ehe white
indicated that they intended to seek work in the next 12 month_s.lo of
the total black survey population, 5 percent 6f the qnemplo&ed poor {(and
6 percent of the nonmarried poor) said Ehey would accept a\hﬁpothetical

-

’ '( » » ~
job offer."if child“Care was satisfactory'; the responses for whites were
11 . ) '

similar. .

[ -
[y

The apparent disparity of responses (64 percent ''meed child care
arrangements to go to work,'" but 6 percent would accept#a¥ job "if child
care was satisfactory") in the same survey population is an indication

of the unreliability of using the response rates to define the day care

needs of the group. It also .shows tﬁe difficulty of using opinion~-poll-
type. surveys .which attempt to predict future beha_vidr.12

. N Studies of day care needs of AFDC mothers show that (according to

: rec1p1ents or their soc1al workers) 27.6 percent of welfare mothers were
not referred to manpower agencies for Jobseeklng or tyaining because they

3\ are "required in home because of the age or nUmber of children" and

. . 84
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another 3.7 percent do not have '"adequate ®thild care arrang%ments.ﬁ
The combined total comes to néarly one-third of the mothers on AFDC.!3

As long as the welfare 'recipient and her social worker are convinced she

is needed at home (under current WIN rules in the cése of families with

children under 6), she is excused from the work and training requirement

:but may volunteer. Thus; even if there are other barriers to her emp loy-
ment, she is not obliged to cite them. Therefore, the responses indicat-

ing that one-third of the welfare population need child care are of dubious
. ’ &

value, since other job barriers are often present but unreported. The

provision of day care facilities may be a necessary condition for these

~~ .
women to go to work (which is argupble), but it is not a sufficient con-

)

dition. Day care problems may not be the most impoftant reason for not

working.14

.

It” simply cannot be assumed that there are no other barriers to keep

”~
3

these women from getting jobs should day care be provided them. The un-
r~\\\ employment rate i§_not very Encouraéing; ‘the female unemployment rate is
less so; and the black female rate and the rate for women under 25 is di-
sastrous. Thus, even if all respondents of these polls were to seek jobs
and day care were provided, they would not necessarily find jobs, espe-

cially jobs which paid enpugh to cover day care costs ot which were other-

'wise desirable to the womeén. Benefit loss rates reduce the value of a

job to welfare recipients anyway) For example, in New Jersey a welfare

mother of three who found a job p

|

ing $900-$1,000 per month would have

a net gain, after taxes, reduction i\n welfare benefits, and payment of

“

. . 'work expenses, of only dbout $ZOO per month,1® Amorig th; welfare popH"
lation, there may be psyéh;logical,_he lth, aﬂ?%otheszifficulties wh}ch

»~ keep recipients from seeking wqQrk, 4s well as é;eir frequent iacg of

edycation, expeffence, or marketable skifls whidh reduce their attrgctive-

nefs to employers. It can be argued that most respondents.in the cited

studies, including Westinghouse-Westat, would not or could not work'even

. *

v
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-approximately'8 percent.-

if they were provided with day care.-® Furthermore, even those who worked
might ngt use subsidized day care because of preference for other free

arrangements, as will be seen later.
\

For the populafion generally, an increase in net wage resulting from

-

subsidized child care would lead women to work fewer hours than they wouldﬁ
without subsidized care.:’ For families whose income is booséga by.the
provision of subsidized day care, the normal response would be to ‘adjust

to higher incomes by the woman working less. For the welfare population;
on the other hand, it is difficult to prove that labor force participation
would either rise or fall, since it is difficult to establish that this *
énoup would treat subsidized day c?re as a wage subsidy at all, given the

following observation.

_Since studies show that the amount paid for private day care
decreases as income decreases, the AFDC population probably
pays the smallest amount for priyate day care of any group--
most probably, they pay nothing atyall. Thus it is.unlikely
that this population would consider a subsidized day care
program'to be a ''wage subsidy." Therefore it is just as um-
likely that they would respond by increasing their labor force
participation.la

Moreover, welfare recipients are not typically employable at high
wages. Many would still be eligible for welfare supplementation. Thus,

one study estimates that the provision of preschool day care to welfare

‘<

recipients would reduce their number by only 2.5 perceht, and the numbef

of working poor families (eligible under H.R.l) would be reduced by

.

1% To repeat, subsidized day care is probably

N
not a sufficient condition for these women to go to wor&.
. L% .

Y . s .
Unfortunatel the legislative discussion of Goverhment programs has
y, th g

attempted to assess the need for day care in centers by relating existing

center places to 'unmet needs' or by defining the programs the Government
1s supposed to subsidize exclusively to formal institutions called centers.

However, middle class and professional women, who presumably can afford

86 \ .
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the kind of fees proprietary centers offering enriched programs charge,
nPnetheless often seem to prefer family day care arrangements, 2° )

Their preference for family-type arrangements (in their home 6r

’

- another person's) appears to Be shared by the less affluent segments of
the population. The Vermont survey found that 51 percent of the sampled
low-income mothers working outside their homes either did not use avail-
able center day care or stated that they would not use such facilities " .
if they were made available. Something like 75 percent of the reéponde;ts
did noq“or would not use day care centers because they are satisfied with

~

their current arrangements.=Z- ’
3 &

N 4
There are other indications that many working mothers and cyrrently
. . Il , .
nonworking mothers find day care centers unattractive. A certain amount
of all the difficulty may be related to factors of cost and distance,

which will be discussed in other sections of this paper. But, part of

the problem may simply be that many people do not like such institutions
'

for their children. Moreover, child care given in their own home can be
combined with light housework on the part 6f the caregiver, thus saving

the working mother time and energy.

Testing the Vetmont results agaihst data from other parts of the
country, the same sort of preferences appears to apply elsewhere. In

upstate New York a po%l of former welfare mothers (some of whom were

worﬁing and some not) were asked, "if you could have any child care

arrangement, where would you prefer to have it?" Only 17 percent preferred

.

a regular day care center. This compares with 10 percent who actually

used centers. ~On the other hand, 67 percent of respondenﬁs preferred

. . care in their own homes and 11 percent in another person's home.2?

Y

Another indication that centers may' not have widespread popularity
is found in the results of the Gary, Indiana, income maintedance experi-

ment. Only one out of 90 eligible parents accepted totally subsidized

- . L . ve
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(free) day care for their preschoolers, despite the fact that twqQ letters

were sent, one telling them of the service, and the second sfressing that

it was free.®* ' .
. 'A recent study of the child care arrangements made by mothers in .
training programs highlights the importance of informal and often non-
monetary arranggments for children under Q: Respondents were enrolled
in work trainimg under three Governmgnt programs and oﬁelprogram, JOBS
(Job Opportunities in the Busine;s Sector)l run jointly under Governmenrt
and privatelsector auspices. One of ¢he_Government programsa %&i}(Work
Ingentive) was open to welfare recipients only, and provided day care sub-
sidies of up, to 100 percent, of the co;t of care in almost evety Stéte.
The other two Government progams, MDTA (Manpower Development and Training)
and CEP iConcentrated Employment Program), providéd limited day care ier-
vices or  funds, while{half the codtracting empl?yers under jOBS helped

°

provide temporary child care %arrangements (although none were reimbursed).

.

The main difference between these respohdents and those in the
Westinghouse-Westat sample of families with incomes below $8,000.appears
to have been an even greater choice of care in the mothers' homes, pos; '
sibly;due to a lack éf information and available centers.® Because poverty
households are particularly subject to theft, the mothers may have wanted
their homes looked after as well as their childrend The other sériking
fact abdut the arrangements made is the small effect social service as-
sistance had in arranging and‘financing day care for some respondents.

WIN tgainees in all but one State theoretically were eligible for subsi-
dized day_care, and for fully subsidized day care in half the States; none-
theless they used centers only slightly more often than other program
trainees. Disadvantaged or welfare-recipient trainees, like the popula-
t;on generally, use informal arrangements in their own homes or the homes

.
»

of others (friends, babysitters, relatives) rather than day care centers,

- -
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even if the latter are free and -available. They do not leave their
* children to look after themsélves (none under 6 were without supervision

in the sample populatiom).Z* . <A

Cost problems have hitherto been excluded rather carefully from the
discussion. Ln the studies in Indiana, Vermont, and upstate New York, an
attempt was made to leave out the cost factor, s}nce day care was to be
free. 1In the WIN program, wpen free day care was theotetically available,
ths women did not behave very differently than when there were no, subsidies
as in the case of disadvantaged persons receiving job training under other

programs.

.

Costs obviously do play a big role in parental preference for in- home
care, however. The Massachusetts Early Education PrOJect reported that
75 to 90 percent of all parents might be expected td use_free, nearby, or
in-home child care of the "right" kind, at hours corresponding to their
work day. Conversely, fewer than 1 percent of all parents say they would
use well-staffed child care for which they must pay full costs.2® - But the
validity. of such surveys is questionabls. The additional factors of hours

and location will be discussed elsewhere.

.
; . T
Another indication that demand for center care is not high is the

size of waiting lists. Center waiting lists inclide 124,000 childreny

which amounts to about 16 percent of total day care enrollment in ;he'
A

institutions studied. The figure was very much higher for licensed nen-

proprietary (nonprofit) centers, where the waiting lists amounted to

45 percent of the enrollment. Some children may be on more than ome list.,

t

On the other hand, there are some 63,000 unfilled day care slots, half

® Another study found .that 47 percent of non-

in nonproprietary centers.?
profit centers had openings and 73 psrcent had wa}ting lists.?? For prof-
itmaking centers, 54 centers had openings and 40 percent had wait}ng
lists. The average number of openings in day care homes considereﬁ.by

the volunteers who did the polling for the survey to be of poor quality

S

89

| | 100




was 6.3, for those considered fair was 4, for those considered good was
i, and for thpse cég;idered superior was 2.6.%% 1If proof were needed,
parents cén judge ‘the quality of care quite well (or at least their judg-
menjts correspond with those of the volunteers doing the st;dy) and, tend

. not to send'tbeir childreh iato poof day care,

A.final point in discussing qgmand is that it would be difficult and
‘ i
Y inequitable to provide day care facilities financed by the taxpayer only

to children whose mothers had just entered the job market. Thus, while .

0

we object to opinion polls indicating 3 huge need for day’ care subsidies

or a need for day -care slots'by overstating the demand féf new heavily

subsidized slots, the polls unders£ate the subsidies required to pay for
e

families which, currently make their own arrangements. Any new program

-

would have to prov1de slots for chlldren whose mothe&s already do work,

although probably in'smallér propdrtion than for children whose mothe;s
¢+ «
. .
. do not now work since the working women would hav® more reason to rémain
. ) s
with current arrangements than would new job engrants.
. ‘y
£3 . - . A

In'’summary, while there is some unmet dekand for ceﬁdfr care, the

-

. bulk.of day care in this country is now being provided in homes. Exam- .
" » ining Ehgﬂeyidence, we can state that data about vacancies and waiting
lists ﬁer center care are inclusive, and that estimates of the number of

nonworking mothers of preschool‘children in'ﬁeed:of day care to work (as

< estimated by themselves) appear to-be hlghly contradictory and at variance- -
with studle’ﬁs “of how these ?)thers do in fact behave when day care becomes .
available. Qg course,, it is entirel§ possible that if free or heavily B
suGsidized day care centers éf good quality (and, therefore, quite expen- ‘\
~ . sive) we;q universally ayazlable, demand'woﬁld rise to equal the supply: \
' -

e . - . t .
But this is a different question from how urgent the current need is §or
| * 'y

/ ) ) :
a large-scale, Government-subsidized day pareN\center program, and has

little bearing ¢on how desf;asxi such'grprogram wdﬁy% be--both in itself

’ + . .
.-&‘90 . « b
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and in.relatio&ptovgther pressing soé?al'neea§. ,
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* FOOTNOTES FOR APPENDIX, ,
S -

.

~

U.S. Department of Labqf, Bureadrof Labor Statistics, Special Labor ’
Force Report; Children of Working Mothers, September 1972 (Washing-
ton, D.C., 1972), p. 4; Committee on Education and L#bor, Compréhen-
sive Child Development’ Act, p.-6f. These sources sited for figures
only. - The arguments are all-pervasivif

Westinghouse Learning Gorp. and Westat Kesearch Inc., Day Care
Survey--1970,.prepared for the Off}c@-of’Economic Opportunity, Evalu-
ation Division (Washlngton D.C., 1971),  Unless otherwise'stated

all citations are from Vol. "I, Summary Report and Basic Analysis.
Qudted figure on p, 174, . b

. \ .
This was a carefully researched study, somewhat carelessly presented,
above all in the failure to distinguish between ‘the.various samples
which clange.from section to section. Hence misreadifigss like the

"one noted are likely. The cost data on- centers which will-be dis-

cussed later appear to be given extra validity by the use of weight- N

ings. derived from the Westinghouse data to predict the costs of a N
type of exemplary center which was not included in the study, accord-
ing to William R. Prosser of the Office of Economic Opportunity.

However, the cost data on family day care homes are distorted by the
method used to create a sample of such facilities. ' The sample was

- . derived first of all by neighborhood canvassing, in which case little ..

1bid., II, Questionnaire E, p. 49ff, "Nonworking" questjon 11.

usable cost data were available from the survey. More comprehensive
questions were put to family day care operators Mho were located by
use.of lists of day care facilities availabla. BY t, the family homes
sample was generated by a size limit in defining Zenters or family .
homes (namely, whether fewer than seven children were enrolled),
which may have skewed costs upward.

. -

An analysis of the response to this question was prepared for us by
Jack Ditmore and William'R. Prosser of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, for which agency the study was made.: They are responsible
for the numbems, not the analysis, which is the responsibility of the
author® I am grateful for their assistance.

L
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5. The questipns relatiné to preference were: 'I prefer not to work

while children are young,'"'and "I'm not interested in, working."

~

6. Sample of nonworking mothers who answered "yes' to “Non-working"
_Qquestion 11, given earliey in this paragraph.

7. Once again it is regretable that the;§urvez failed to report the ages
of the children of the surveyed parenf. o ~

)

8. A recent analysis has sorted owt WIN mothers into two archetypical
life systles, "modernizers" and "traditionalists," whose perceived
need for day 'care and preference for work outside the home are,vastly
difféerent. See Samuel Z. Klausner, The Work Incentlve Program:
Maklnngdults Economically Independent, prepared for the U.S, Depart-

+ ment of Labor, Manpower Administration (Phlladelphla, Pa., 1972).
This d1st1nctlon may apply to other women also. ‘

’

' ~
E. State of Vermont Family Assistance Planning Unit and Mathematica,
Inc.;’"Plannlng Papers," State of Vermont Family Assistance Plan, V
(Princeton, N.J., l972),,p. 93,

Vermont's State FAP would have corresponded quite closeiy to thHe

H.R. .1l program. Hoyever, the respondents do not correspdnd-at all’

to a national sample, given the strong local traditions in the State,
‘the absence of large urban areas, and the small number of blacks.

A
In addition, the sample suffers because FAP recipients who initially
would have been reduired to work (those with children over 6) and
.also with those earning just over the FAP-income cutoff who accounted
for most of the households surveyed ' . :
. | i

.10, The questions were asked of the 'Same respondents. Jack A.* Meyer aﬁd

.

John K. Shea, Potential Recipients of '‘Family Assistance’ Payments:"
Characteristics and Labor Market Behavior (Columbus, Ohio, 1972),
p. 215f. ° : *e

[y

On the other ﬁand, 52 percent of the black mothers, and %6 percent -

" of the white had worked for 6 months or longer in less than 10 per-
cent of the years since they had left school, and 74 percent of the
blacks and 71 percent of the whités had worked for 6 months’ or longer
in fewer than 5 years s1nce they had left school.

This sample is divided cagefully as to respondent's race, which is
necessary because 'of the higher labor force participation by blacks
.in the United States, and because the sample was overrepresentatlve'
of blacks. The ongoing populatlon surveys are continuing and the.
study will eventually have four to six 1nterviews pes respondent

.

. v.
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. > , - . ‘
,over 8 years to draw on, in a sample divided by age and sex according

to the census, and by race, poverty status and labor market expetience
according to survey data,

’
+ .

Despite these long-term goals, which will provide valuable ‘materigl .
for many areas of the social sciences, the cited study is strictly '
cross-sectional, and not longitudinal.

v /

lla Ibld. ,lpc 820 * '

LY
- !
- L]

12. . Political polls, like the Gallup poE& correct for this by asking
respondents questions like whether they are registered, whether they
know where their polling place is, “whether they voted in the last - /}/
election., Asking questions about previous jobshisgory may serve a’
similar purpose in these polls, but often is not done, and in any
case is a less useful correlation with future behavior because peoples’
family situations change sg drastically,

. i . *

13. U.S.*Department of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare, Social and Reha-
bilitation Service, National Center Tor S¢ial Statistr;%, Assess~
ments Completed and Refe?rals_to Manpower Agencies by Welfare Agencies
Under Work Incentive Program or AFDC Recipients (Washington, D.C., - o,
1972), table 5. See also Lawrence Podel{’, Families on Welfare in
New York City, Center for the Study of Urban Problems, City Univer-
sity of New York (New York, N;Y., n.d. )é S

It has been argued that some of the mothers citing day-care need in.
fact do use 1nformal arrangements currently, although they are un-
willing to report them since they are used in order to earn income
unreported to welfare authorities. —_— .
. ‘ . . e
14. This arugment was well presented in Harold Feldman and Margaret ° .

Feldman, A Study of the Effects on the Family Due.to Employment of
the Welfare Mother, I (Ithaca, N.Y., 1972), pp. iv-vw. The survey
population was too harrOW to provide 1nd1cations of need, but the

study contain me perceptlve indicattons Of problems with existing
““day care whith often can be corrected by legislation, to be dfgapssed )
later, . ‘ '

. d 4 . R
- - . yoe
3 \ -

15. Roert I. Lerman, "Incentive Effects in Public Income Transfer Pro-
grams," in Income Transfer Programs: How. They Tax'the Poor. Paper

m .. No. 4 prepared f¢4 the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy, Joint. Economic

Committee. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washiqgtdn, D. C.,
December 22, 1972, . . . 5

16. One study concludes éhat only the mothers in the Westinghouse '
survey population (inder $8,000 income) would find work., #or the =
) ' ~ L . I d "

‘ 9 ) . T . g
- O 3 ( " ’
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tion, curricula, or even an idea of what the child-staff ratio is ) _
" can give children good day care. See p. 128, ’
> Vd -

LI -
t
. v

. welfare or working poor famllleé whlch.the other polls use as samples,

gthe employment rate would probaﬂly be lower. See Day Care Policy
Study.Group, Alternative Federal Day Care Strategles for the 1970s,
submitted to~Office of Economic Opportunlty by {nstlgtte for Inter-

disciplinary Studies (Mlnneapollg, Minn., 1971- 72) Final Regor

Part I (1972), p. 50. ’ . ~

. Fl -

Based on a simulation using the March 1967, Current Populatiomr Survey ¢
data, from which a file was constructed of women living in the 97 .

largest standard metropolitan statistical areas. 1bid.', Final Report:
Part II (1971), Vol. 1, p. 19%. '~ ~ '

This analysis {; of t e,behavior'of women already employed, a group
which may' not correspond to women not now working. Ulﬂimately only
this sort of analysis cah be taken serlously, given the llmltatlons
of opinion poll data.

h *
Ibid., p. 202. o

-

Day Care Policy Study Group, Alternative Day Care St;ategies, pt. I,
p. 50. v ’ :

Mary Dublin Keyserllng, Windows on Day Care, A Report Based on Findings
of the Nati6$al Council of Jewish Women (New York, 1972), pp.49, 152,

184. Theoret1ca1 discussion of what we know about day care often -
unfairly neglects the Keyserllng study as being too "anécdotal." : .
While the survey was not carried out by professionals, but rather

by volunteers from the National Colincil of Jewish Women, and while

it made no attempts to set up a represeqtative éample, the very large
number of day care situations which were viewed and judged in it

makes it parf of the material with which we must be concerned.' The
statistical tables included are probably of only marginal validity,. ’
particularly in the case of judgments on the quality of care, and

less so in the case of fee data. The, conclusions reached about the

need for a massive Federal developmental program may be !ntendble.

The arguments in favor of greater licensing and respect for licensed
status are¢ undermined by the data themselves. But nonetheless, this

study tells us a great deal about what is happening in the real world.

It provides the best data we have on truly bad sitwations Whlch ought

not to be ignored; it also prov1des some heart-warmlng stories ‘about

how, even in the absence of licensing, proper quarters, decent edquip-

ment and above all money, a warm-hearted care- glver without educa-
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21, Vermont-Mathematica, Vermant Family Assistance élan; p: 87. Children /ﬂ‘J
. who do not receive cars(apart from their presence in school were ex-
cluded. The similarity of responses .of respondents not using and not
willing to use center day care offsets to, some extent our objection
> to opinion poll data. The maif dlfferences in reasons given by the
N two groups of working mothers were in attitudes’ ;pward d;stances and
costs, obviously of greater importance to parents who arg not sending
their children to an existing fafility rather than to a hypothetical’
- . one., Of course, this survey has the weakness of pitting bird-in-hand
against birds-in-bugh. ) o :

22. Feldman and Feldman, Effects on the Family, I,’p. 240. . L

- . ’

23. Urban Institute, unpublished data. A study is being Wade of the
causes of this nonutilization."

’ . » . .
.

24, Camil Associates, Evaluation of Supportive_Services Provided for
Participants of Manpower Programs, prepared for U.S. Department of .
., Labor, Manpower Administration (Philadelphia, Pa., 1972), p. 64.

25. Richard R. Rowe et al., "Summary," "Child Care in Massachusetts: ° .
: the Public Responsibility, (Cambridge, .Mass., 1972), p.8.

26. Westinghouse, Summary Report and Basic Analysis, p. 25. Nonprofit
) E centers proBably charge less and, therefore, would have longer waiting
o lists. Some children might be on several waiting listg, of course.

I
- .

- 27. Centers may have openings and waiting lists at the sahe time.

28. No such breakdown was available regardlng centers., Two-thirds of
the honfés reported that they had openmgi Keyserling, Windows on

Day Care, pp. 93, 145, 146. .




R \ .
Appendix B
4

- . . .

L]
COST AND SUBSIDIES™- N . .

- ,‘ . N - . -

. . N L -

- - “ﬁ M
. To assist in upderstanding the structure of expenditures and the net price of .
day-care services we have developed the following mathematical representation, where 2
-~ . ‘ . -
em = marginal tdx rate .

* s = subsidy rate . '

. . e Y = adjusted gross income . .
' ¢ * e E = child care expenditures . \
L En Z net child care expehdi tures - . ~
] ’ . . . .

« o P = net price

. n » N L - . ]

v -~ .‘ »
e ¥ = Y- $18,000. ‘

Case A (without subsidy):

s ‘ . .; - .
« . ‘ '. .
* ! ‘s » . .
.. E - mE = (1-m)E, . . )rs $18,000 -
. . : N ! .
E = {E-mE - §/2) = (1-mE + (m/2)¥, $18,000 < Y < $18,000 + 2E -
. E, . $18,000 + 2E < Y
- . f )
. (1-m) —
Po= {(-m) + (m/2) (¥/E) ‘
. . 1 )
N .
B ' Case B (with subsidy):
[} - 4 t -l
N ¢ - N
. E - mE - (SsE - msE) = (1-m)(1-s)E, Y < $18,000
: E » m[E - T§/2)] =sEC1-m) = (1-m)(1-s) + (m/2)¥,  $18,000 < Y < $18,000 +
*n ) ‘} . . 2(1-8)E
. - E - sE = (1-8)E, ) $18,000 + 2(I-s)E < Y
o /4
~
)‘ v ¢ '
< ‘%’( {(1-m)(1-9) * , .
Po= ((1-m(l-s) + (m/2) (¥/E) . '

(1-s)

. The structure of the federal day-care deduction functions as follows: For families
with adjusted gross incomes to $18,000, the maximum allowable monthly deduction is squ *
per month for one child, $300 per month for two children, and $400 pér month for 3 or ’
. more children, This deduction graduklly vanishes after an adjusted ‘roas’incone of
$18,000. The rate of deduction is equal to (£ - ?/2). Furthermore, at the present time,
Congress is considering a tax reform bill that includes a provision to increase the

"vanishing” incomé level to $35,000, * .
‘ - . . . » . ’
- : - Iy
. * . \ .
See Figures B-1 and 8-@ for subsidy schedules,
- .
. . . . 99 .
5
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tTable B-1

NET EXPENDITURE AND NET PRICE (WITHOUT SUBSIDY)

OF $2,400 OF DAY-CARE SERVICES: MARRIED
* FILING JOINT RETURNS*
~N . -~
. Marginal Net §
Income Tax Rate Tax Saving Expenditure Net Price
$10,000 $0.22 $528 $1,872 $0.78
11,000 0.22 528, 1,872 0.78
12,000 I0.22¢<Q 528 1,8727 0.73 .
: | 13,000 0.25 600 1,800 0.75
> ! 14,000 0.25 600 1,800 0.75
15,000 0.25 600 1,800 0.75 "
16,000 0.25 " 600 -+ 1,800 1 0.75
17,000 0.28 . 672 1,728 0.72
L) : .
18,000 0.28 672 1,728 0.72
19,000 0.28 . 532 1,868 " 0.78
20,000 0.28 392 2,008 0.84
- [ ~ . R
21,000 |° 0.32 , 288 2,112 0.88
22,000 ..0.32 128 2,272 0.95
» » ’ . d Z
23,000 0.32 - 000 2,400 1.00 )
* ’ | .
Thisfékpenditure level was chosen: for analysis based on the
find&ngs of two studies [Depa¥tment of Health, Education, and
Welfare (1967) and ABT Associates (1971)] that estimated’a
desirable level of full-day center care at this.amount.
fIt is assumed that taxpayers with adjusted gross incomes under . -
- $10,000 do not itemize their deduétions-
iBased on Schedule 'Y, 1974 Federal Income Tax Forms. 3
§Refers to net price of.$1 of child day-care expendituré." .
. , s
\ v - .
100 - ' N
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.. - . * 1
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- . - . Table B-2 ’ .
ol . . -, * . “~ Vs
- ' NET EXPENDITURE AND NET PRICE ¥¢ITHOUT SUBSIDY)
OF $2,400 OF DAY-CARE SERVICES: UNMARRIED _
\ : TAXPAYERS, WHO QUALIFY AS HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS : ‘ :
& ) . .
. i/ -
) Marginal ) % Net . v
oo e Income Tax Rate* Tax Saving Expenditure Net Price
' $10,000 $0.23 $552 SI,848 $0.77 /
-8 . . .
. 11,008 0.25 -600 1,800 0.75
. . § 4 . .
¢~ |, 12,000 0.25 " 600 1,800 0.75
N 13,000 1 0.27 « 648 © 1,752 0.73 -
X
. | .14,000 0.27 ' 648 1,752 0.73
15,000 0.28 672 1,728 0,72
L 5 > v L el
16,000 | ST 672 1,728 0.72
A - .
. -17,00 0.31 744 1,656 ¢ 0.69
o ’ 18,000 0.31 743% 1,656 0.69
19,000 |, .32 . 608 1,792 0.75 )
s ~ [ )
20,000 0.32 . 448 . ,952 0.81
24 (g . .
% 21,000 * 0.35 315 2,085 0.87
‘ 22,000 , 0.35 140 .. 2,260 | 0.94,
™~ 23,000 0.36 000 2,400 _1.00 .
J : \
2 3 . /
* ° .
- Based on Schedule Z, 193 Federal Income, Ax Forms, %\
. -
\ .
_ &
\) ) -
\ A
-~ ) ‘
v
v » A
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. g 7 <
. ) Unsub-
sidized | Net
Subsidy Expendi- | Marginal Tax Expendi-
Income, 9 Rate® Subsidy ture Tax Rate Saving ture Net Price
$ 6,000} $1.000 [ $2,400 | S_ 000 : rc3 0 S 000 $0.000
7,000! 0.860 2,064 336 s s 336 0.140
8,000| 0.795 | 1,908 492 + : 492 0.205-

) ) 9,000{ 0.730 1,752 648 3 3 648 0.270

, 10,000} 0.665 1,596 804 $0.22 $177 627 0.261%
,11,000 | »@.600 | 1,440 960 | 0.22 211 749 0.3}2
12,000} 0.535 1,284 1,116 0.22 248 870 0.363
13,000 0.470 1,128 1,272 0.25 318 954 0.398
14,000 0.405 972 1,428 | o0.25 357 |° 1,071 0.446
15,000| 0.340 816 1,584 0.25 396 1,188 4~ 0.495
N 16,000 0.25 660 1,740 0.25 435 1,30 0.544
17,000 0.210 504 1,896 0.28 531 1,365 0.569
. ~
18,000] 0.145 348 2,052 0.28 | 575 1,477 NS 0.616
19,000{ 0.080 192 2,208 0.28 478 1,730 0.720
. 20,000{ 0.015 36 2,364 0.28 382 1,982 0.826
- 21,000{ 0.000 000 2,400 0.32 288 2,112 0.880
. i 22,000{ 0.000 000 2,400 0.32 128 2,272 0.950

23,000 0.000 000 2,400 0.32 000 2\400 1.00 x4

- J »

Table B-3

+

: L4
NET EXPENDITURE AND NET PRICE
OF $2,400 OF DAY~CARE SERVICES
-

L.

‘The subsidy rate for families (of four) with incomes under $12,492 ¢
corresponds to the California State Fee Schedule. For families whose
gross income, less S60, is less than 151 percent of the Minimum Basic .
Standard of Adequate Care (M.B.S.A.C.) the subsidy raté is 1.00.

. R [

+ -

-7 Based on* Schedule Y, 1974 Federal Income’ Tax Forms, for married filing

s * Jjoint returns. . , .
3 -

' ) It i{s assumed that taxpayers with incomes under $10,000 do not itemize

v
) 102
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x .
For adjusted gross incomes, less $60,

is based on California State Fee Schedule.

+ . . ~
It is assumed’ that taxpayers with incomes under

their deductions.
=~L

~

I

N

-

’

‘N

Table B-4
s ‘a NET EXPENDITURE AND NET PRICE
. OF $2,400 OF DAY-CARE SERVICES .
] . 4
2
Unsub- -
sidized . Net
Subsidy Expendi-| Marginal | ~Tax Expendi-
Income Rate') Subsidy ture Tax Rate| Saving ture Net Price
A
$ 6,000 S$1.000 $2,400 $ 000 + T4 $ o000 $0.000
i Vs
7,000°) 0.860 2,064 | 336 3 + 336 0.140
j : ¢
8,000 0.795 1,908 492 + + 492 |’ 0.205
9,000| 0.730] 1,752 648 + + 648 0.270
10,000 qéGGS 1,596 804 $0.22 $177 627 0.261
11,000 0.600 1,440 960 0.25 211 749 0.312
12,000 0.535] .1,284 1,116 0.22 246 870, 0.363
13,000 0.454 1,089 1,311 0.25 328 983 0.410
14,000 0.417 1,001 1,399 "0.25 350 1,049 0.437
15,000 0.385 924 1,476 0.25 368 1,107 0.461
16,000 0.357 857 1,543 0.25 386 1,157 ‘0.482’
17,000 0.333 799 1,601 &ﬁ28 448 . 1,153 0.480°
18,000 0,313 751 1,649 | . 0.28 | 462 1,187 0.495
19,000 0:294 ,706 1,694 . 0.28 334 1,360 0¢567
20,000 0.278 667 ‘ 1,733° 0.28 © 205 1:528 0.637
21,000 0.263 631 1,769 0.32 86 1,683 0&(;:
22,000 0.250 600 1,800 0.32 000 1,800 0.75¢
23,000 I 0.23¢ 571 1,829 0.32 000 1,829 0.762
Pad . ' *
o

under $13,000 the subsidy schedule

$10,0600 dg not itemize °

e
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